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ABSTRACT. ^ ' r . / " \ ' . V 

^' ' This report presents an atialysisj o^ parents' 

perceptions and judgments of the Queensland' Pre-Schoor Correspondence 
r>rogtam in Australia. Thtough the cor^cespond^ce prog.ram/ resources 
and guides were offered zo parents living in remote ruraL areas of 
Queensland to help them provide home learning experi/ences for theii; 
preschool-age child^re^n. A samgle of 34 families wlio use^' the program 
as selecxed for thi^^study. Parents • opinions were obtained through 
interviews in their h6ines during a 1-2 day visit. The interview 
covered such topics as (IXv the teacher/parent' relationship; (2) 
parents*. Presentation of the program to tfceir child; ^(3) program 
aaterialfe,'' including suitabili ty.^ of content and clarity of 
instruction's; • (4) specific feedback .mechanisms used; (5) parents' 
social, cflntacts and their interest in meeting with other families 
enrolled in xhe program; (6-) children'^ r^nge of social experiences;^ 
and ^ (7) children's reactions to the .program booklets^ tapes, and 
activities. Finally, parents wer^ asked, to assess and summarize the 
effect which their involvement* in ^ the program had had on the *child 
and on their relationship with tHe child or anj other children in the 
family. (JMB) ^ . ^ - . ' ' ^ 
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Providing educa^ona I t^itities in remote antl sparsely populated rural areas has been a 
R^roblem for* the State of>6ueemland^<4fi^j^ introduction of a policy to provide 
free, non^iompulsory pra-school educatiorT^h&^estabrishnoent of the Pre-School 
Corresporidence Program (P.S.C.P.) wl^s a substantial attennpt to meet the needs of 
pre-School children in these country ar^as. Details oPthe eligibility of 'students and 
enrolment figures are provided by^Ashby^ McGa^ and Grant 11975). 

The progVam was offered for the first time i|i 1974 with parents receiving a resource/ 
guide book and ari^ equipment kit for suggested-^ctivjties and a regular sequence of , 
program segments, consisting of discussion topics, D^^isi^^ to read to the c^ild, and 
pre-recorded tapes* wit|i songs and stories. ^lescription^^i^he program is provided in 
Ashby, WlcGaw and Pertly (1975). , ; 

The Pre-School Correspondence^'*ogram aans .to assist each cliTtd^to develop his full ^ 
potential by providing a range of j^cmng activljies and experienced x^f^ interest to 
children. In such a program ah essential <Qle is played by the parent, ii^ally the mother, 
.as 'teacher' of her pre-school child. The pac^Xview pf t^e program an&^-hier interactions, 
by letter and tape, vyith the teacher are likely .tobe :N(ery inrtportant" factors in'ttie 
successful implementation of the program. A detailed analysis ^pf the interactions between ^ 
the teacher and the parent and child, is given^iri McGaw, A^by.and Perry (1975), aqd <4 
an analysis of parents perceptions and judgemeTfts of thes^pro^r^T" are .presented in this^ ^ 
report. The vie\ws of a sample oi the parents weTe^obtain^ during extended interviews 
conducted in their homes during a 1r-2 day\yisit. 




PARENT- INTERVIEW/ \^ ' 

The time, spent wjtti each familyi varied coh§i^rably depending on .the^vaiijability of 
accommodation and .travel servic^. ^ Less thanon^^ll day wa^s spent whej"^ ^erte vyas ^ 
no accommodation with or near a family, while up to :three days were nec^s^ai^^ ^me 
areas where train and &ir services Operated^ only twice weekty>^^^^ ^"^^ ^ ^ ^^^^\N^1 



Because of the length of the interview schedule, it was usually conducted jnN^o Sessions 
eacb of approximately one and a half hours' duration. Thesfe interviews were conducted 
by the projects' two full-time research staff as well as two pre-school advisory teachprs 
who assisted for the period of the visits. These two pre-school advisers were briefed in 
detair during a three .day training session, on techniques of interviewing, the purposes Of 
the questions and the detail required ip recording responses. Emphasis was also placed 
on the need for the interviewers to maintain a sympathetic atmosphere in which the 
parents would feel free to reveal their real opinions and attitudes. 

The interview situation varied enormously because of differences in family routines and 
the degree of distraction experienced during the interview session. It was not uncommon 
for the interview to be .conducted in the evening wfjen children were asleep to. reduce 
parents' distraction. In" some cases, parents specifically requested this to enable them 
both to be present for the interview. 

The general, framework of the interview and t,he range of issues raised is indicated in 
Table 1 which provides a summary of the topics covered. One of the issues covered 
in the interview was the teacher's attempts to develop the relationship between teacher 
and parent. Other sections, dealing more with program implementation, included 
questions about the way in which parents presented the program, their opinion* of 



program materials, the suitability'^ of content and the clarity of instructions. Since 
emphasis m the Pre-School Correspondence 'Program was placed on the necessity for 
parents to give teacherj feedback to faqilitate the teachers' mointoring of the children's 
leaction to^.the program, the parents were asked to comment on the specific feedback 
mechanibins, namely the general Background Information Sheet, completed on enrolment, 
anU the reqular Teacher liifomridtion Sheets, to be completed a.fter each segment of the 
program had beea used. The purpose and use of these information Sheets are described 
in Ashby, McGaw and Perry (19751. " ^ . 



.Nj. Table 1: Sgmmary of Topics m Parent Interview ^ 

^ , Parent— Teacher Relationship 



t ^Tixjram m feldtjon to home routine 

2 pprnjor) of Droqram book presenjanon 

3 Extent 'of correspondence 
4. Appro^riatoness of reply 

5 Opinion of teocher s understanding life situation 



6 Preference for tape or letter etc 

7 Wothers>»ew of own relationship with leachei; 

8 Importance of teacher vistting child 
9. Preferred time for visit 

10 Qualifications desired of v/isitor 



Program Presentatiort 



I *Optruuii on Size jnd frequency of 
2'Cldnty ot difficulties in following 
Book ^ 

3 Clarity ol/d»f fjculti^s in followiny 

4 Clarity or/dif ficul ties ro following 

5 CInnty .')l/dif ficulties in^foHowrng 
S Most (frtffctilt topic to explain 

7. Clarity of instructions 

€ Suitability of topics for child 



arrival of segments 
Parents Resource 

Segment Books 
Topic Booklets 
Contact J 



9. TopfC^ desired added, deleted, changed 

10. Ease, \Ji'ff.rculty >of activities suggested 

11. Opiinion of structure, presentation, format 

12. Impressio^ of Contact Booklet 

13. Usefulness, of Resource Book - 

14. Value o.f*Teachtr Information Sheets 

15. Eviderwe of use of- Informatron given 



Social Contact of t^rents 



1. Inter^t in meeting with other parents 

2. Distance parent coyld travel ta meet 



3. Freqi/en^y of attertdance possiblt^at 
meetings ' 



Child-Teacher Rdiatioriship 



1 Child ^ knovv4edae o1 ttix^ior's name 

2. Child's eagerness to semf tjamttngs, pastings 

3 Teacher's rt^ciion to hild's art work 



4. Time lag betweer\ work sent in and comment }^ 

* ' recerved ' i 

^. Evidence 6r program modifkhtion for individual | 

-child's needs , ' 



Child's Experience 



\ Attendance at Pie-School/Play Groaf) . 

2, Frequency of c0nt,ict with frrends/children tfwn age ' 



3; Experience m envitonmcnts^ beyond home 



. Child in the Prografn 



1 

2. 
3. 
4. 



5. 



Knowledge of top'ics in (jooklets' 
Rapked mtotost in pioqr.im Incots 
Interest in booklets 

Reectionto tapw numL>er tOt times ploypd 
- amount ployed 
\ ~ reaction Jo suggestions 

Reaction to hhu)iy hooks r 



6. Other items would like to^ borrow 

7. Reaction to and use 'of equipment kit 

8. Frequency. of play activities 

,9. Presence of others during program activities 
10. Any change in ability to listen, concentrate 
express self 



Parent-Child Interaction 



! 1 
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3 Summary opinion of program tor child 



Parents. were asked about their spcial contacts and their interest in meeting with other 
tamiiies enrolled m the Pre-School Correspondence Program, inforrnation was also sought 
on the range of their children's social ' experiences and the trequency of their contact with 
other children. A nna/or section de^lt withahe children's reaetjon to the program 
booklets, tapes and activities. ^ ' '^^^^ 

Parents were Hnally asked to assess and summarize the effect, if any, which their ^ 
involvement tn the program, had had on the child, and the mother's efationshtp with 
both -the preschool child anc any other chilaren m the fartnlv. ^ 



SAMPLE 

Serection of Sample 




A random selection procedure, m which *all families had an equal chance of being 
selected, was used to select 40 of the families enrolled in the program. This represented 
about 10 per cent of the enrolment. Of the 40 families selected,Mhere were three who 

did not desire to participate, two^yho could not accommodate a visitor and one 

^ditional one which had to be deleted because of the intervrewer's inability to reach 
the home by car during wet, weather. Consequently, all findings are based on a^ample 
of 34 families. * ' . 

Represenfetiveness of Sample " ^ ^ - ^ 

N^Jtie use of a completely randoq>..process for the selection of the sample was designed^ tp^ 
en^re that the families selected' would be representative of, the total enrolment in the 
Pre^Schpol Correspondence Progran^. The age distributions of the 34 chitdrfep in the ,^ 

'final s^ple and of the other 410 children enrolled in the program are shown in Table 2. 



Table 2: 




istribiitions of Children 



Age Range 



N. 

Under 4 
4 years 
4 *years 
4 years 
4 years 

4 years 

5 years 
5 years 
5 years 
5 years 



years 

to 4 years 3 
3' months to 
6 months. to 
9 months to 
to 5 years 3 
3 months to 
6 months to 
9' months to 



months 

4 years 6 months 

4 years 9 months 

5 years 
months • 

5 years '6 months 
'5 year? 9 months 

6 years^ 



Totals 



Sample 



Number Percent 



0 

5 

5 

8 

9 

4 

2. 

0 

0 

1 



. 34 



0.0" • 
14.7 
•14.7 
23.5 
26. 5\ 
11.8 
> 5.9 

0.0' 

0.0 

2'.9 



100.0 



Non-Sample 



Number. ' Percent 



3. 
. 25 
108, 
93 
92 
65 
20 
3 

On 

1 



410 



0.7 
6.1 
26.3 
22.1. 
22.4 
15,9- 
4.9^ 
07 
0.0 
.6.3 



10O0 



x2 (8) = 11.3, p .05- . 
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Thjs tM)W (jiO'icies the numbers and percentages of 'sanri]!)le and non-sample children at 
three iwnti'iy age intervals, the ages ijeing taken at 28 February .1975. There was po 
signrficdix^liffe'-ence between the distributions as revealed, by the '•chi-square shown under 
thfci Tdble/NiJ the sample was respresentative of the total • enrolment m ter'ms of ^age. jn 
Qiieenstand, et^^'y to Grade 1 is allowed in a calandar year if the child is five by the' 
^ast Jd-y IP Febjbary, but is mandatory if the child is six at that date. Children may 
attend pre stitoo' m the year before that in vyhich they would eJigible to enter school. 
It can be v-'un, therufore, that three of the children in <he non-sample group were 
actually >andor cjge for enrolment m pre-schooL " , , " 

The 'jeoguphicci distribution^) of the sample children and the' rest of the enrolment are 
shown in Tjble 3. which gives tbe distrabutiori m terms of statistical divisions withm 
Queensland The chi-sauare was nonsignificant ax the .05 level mdicating :again the 
•-epresentanvi'neso of the baniple, the sample bemg as dispersed through Queensland as the 
totji enrolment The distribution of the s-tatistlcal divisic.is throughout Queensland is 
shown in Pigure 1 



T^^le 3: Geographical Distribution of Families . 

1 ^ 



., f _ • 


Sample 


Nof\-Sample 


Numb*ir 


^'jrcent 


Number 


Percent 




0 ' 


GO 


1 


0.2 


0? (VraroTaf> 


0 


00 


7 * 


1 7 


• 03 Maryborough 


. 2 


5.9 ' 


• 12 


, 2.9 


04 Downs ^ ' . 


3 


8.8 


34 


8.1 


05 Roma . 1 


2 


5.9 


52 


12.4 


06 South Western . 

07 Rockhampton * ^ ' 


4 


J 1.8 


24 


5.7 


; '5 


*14.8 


69 


^ 16.5 


08 Central Western ^ 


9 . ' 


26.5 


60 


14.3 ' 


09 Far Wesi^?rn " 


1 


. ^9 . 


19 


4.5 


10 Mackdv , X. 


1 


^ 2.9. 


31 


7.4 


1 1 Townsvillo 


3 


88- 


28 . . 


6.7 


\7 Cairns ' ^ 


r 


2.9 ^ 


40 


9.6 


13 Penmsiilar / - ' 


0 


0.0 . 


4 


1.0 


14 North' Western 


3 


8.8 


32 


7.6 


lb Other 


• 0 


0.0- 


' 6 • : 


1.4 


. , Totals ; ' - " / 


' r 34 


100.0 


419 


100.0 



X^i'MK- 11.3, p^'>.05 ' 



The distances from tlve children's homes to the nearest primary school are shown in 
Table 4. 'A corfipanson - of these revealed that the families visited actually lived 
significantly further away from primary schools than the rest of families enrolled. The 
sample children .wer'a, therefore, »more remote from school facilities than the total 
enrolment. Ariy children who lived more than 3.2 km from' a primary school would.be 
eligible for enrolment in the Primary Correspondence School in 1976; though many in 
this category would travel daily to the school. Although those children enrolled, who 



/ 



ary 



lived under thqt limit, were close to small primary schools "they werfe eligible J 
enrolment in tfie Pre-School^ Correspondence Program Ji^use their small local^. 
. schools offered, noy pre-school program, la. 1974, ^Jfre first* year of the Pre-^ch6ol 
Correspondence Program, only those who woul^^mavi^ been eligible for corijespondence 
prima/y eduQ^tion were eligible for the pre;5chp<5rcorrespondence prograa^ The eligibility 
crijeria were .broadened in 1975: x ^ i^H, 

Table '4;^,|ybistance from Home to- Nearest Prim^ School 

' ^ ' > 

Distance t^.Pnnr^ry Sbhdol 





Under 3.2 km; 
3.2 ,(0 10 km, 
,n*to"20kfn 
2r to 40 ,krt»'- % ^ 
41 to 80 Km ^ 
m 'to BO\km V 
T to 100^^ km 



cpmpfe|riison xDKserv^ces and equiprnent available to both sample and non-sample 
Trvjiies th|re wiere no significant differences between * the \wo groups in the possession 
'cassette. player/recorders, television and 240 volt power or the reception of Australian 
PSjadca^ting Commission radio and television transnr^ission. The numbers of families to 
which these' facilities were avai labile are shown in Table 5. "^^ . 



Table . 5: Availability of Services and Equipment- 



• • • * • 

services arid Equipment ' \ ^ \ 

\' -.^ ' • \ ' \ . . *^ 

- ^ ♦ " 4 
V 1, • ♦ » , 


Sample " 


• Non-Sample ' ' 


Yei 


^ , No 


/Yes 


. ; , No' \ 


No.- 


% ' 


No; 


% 


No. 


%',•; 


No. 


% 


;Gassette PigVer/ Recorder ' . ' ! 


25 


75.8 


'8- 


24.2 


222 


61.3 


140 


38.7 


^^40 volt power: ' ^ * 


23 


69.7 




30.3 


265. 


73:2 


97 \ 


26.8; 


J,V. Broadcasts ' J . 


23 


69.7 


10. 


30.3 


272 


75.1 


90 ; 


,24.'9'^^ 


Owrr T.V: . * - ^ , . i 


. 18,.. 


54.5 • 


♦ 15 


45.5 


220 


60.8 


142 , 


"39.2 - 


A.B.C, . . 


32 


97.0' 


• 1 


3.0 


343 


'95.0 


.18 


5^ 


f ' ' ' ' ' W ' .. 



















;*Foi* X** tjBst for. each p \> '.05 
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All parents were asked, in completing the Background Information Sheet, to list the 
number and types of disadvantages they felt were associated with living where they did, 
[a the more remote areas ^ of the S?aXe. There were no significant differences between the 
' sample and rton-sajxiple famifies \p the numbers of problems raised or the types of 
jcomment made. Among the families in the sample, 44 per cent claimed no disadvantages^, 
for the^area in wljich jtlieyj^lived while, for^the non-sample^ the figure was 41 per cent. 
The particular descriptions of the disadyanjages raised by the parents have been categorized 
into the entries In Table 6 iri whid) dre also shown the nu^rf^ers of parents raising each 
of the issues as the firsf mention^ disadvantage. 



Table 6: Declared Disadvantages of Place of Residence 



First Disadvantage 



isolation from children of own age ^ 
lack of organised pre-sbhoot facitities 
unavatldt)ihty of experiences af coast and m cities 
shyness due to lack of SDciat contact 
distance to be travelled to school 
effects of boarding at sclool' oh i family life 
superiority of schools in cities 
unavailability of classes for cultural and sporting 
• activities 

unavailability of group activities {e.g. Scouts) 
lacK of facilities (e.g. el^ricity, ridio, T^V.) 
distance from frienpls^ * ' * - 

difficulty in gettmg specialist help for, 

handicap p^d child 
lack ^fconr^petitiveness among cjiildren in 
^yimaW schools 

not specified ^ - 

magnitude of other demands on mothers' time 
unavailability of some 'material suq^esjtpd in program 
sipwer development tat^s of country children 
sub'Standard housing' 
distance to medical care 
narrowness ,of outlook of people in ared 
climate (heat) 

inadequate activities lead to fighting 

uniavailabiltty of Sunday School 

top early to comnrwnt_^_^ , ^ ^ 



Tot^l 



123) - 29.5 p > .05 




Sample 



No, 



13 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

* 

0 
0 
3 
1 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



19 



% 



68.4 
5.3 
5.3 
0.0 
.0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

- o/o 

. 0.0 
15.8 
5.3 

0.0 

0.0^. 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
... 0.0 

0.0/ 

0.0 

0.0 
, 0.0 

0.0^ 
• 0>0 . 



Non-Sample 



No. 



100.0 



90 
24 % 
13 
11 
'8 
, 5 ' ' 
5 

• 5 
' 5 

4 

3' 

2 
2 
1 

1 



188 



'47.9 
12,8 

6.9^ 
. 5.9 

4.3^ 

2.: 
2.r'^ 

2.7 
2.7 
• 0.5 

1.6- 

1.1 
1.1 
0.5 
0.5 
0^5 
•0.5 

- 0,5 
0.5 
0.5 

' ,0.5 
0.5 
0.5 



100,0' 



The frequency with which mail wa|.r6ceived by families is shown in Table 7. - There were 
so thfoSn^ nl'Iw'' b^t^Ji^-'the' distriburion of sample and non-sample mail services, 
so the operation of the correspondence Tifogram for the sample, throuqh its deoendence 
on mail services, -should have been /ef(resenTative\>f that Ifor th^Zal ^/L^^^^ • . 

t y^ 

Table 7: ^Freiquency of Mail Service 




^Frequency of. Mail 
• «• 




• Sample . 


Non-Sample/ 




— ■ ' ) 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Pej^cent 


Daily 

Twice per w^ek. 
.Weekly - . r 
Fprtnightly J 
Monthly ..---^^^ 


7 . / 


2 
22 
8 
0 

• 0 
0 


6.2 ,. • 
68,8 
25.0 

0.0 

0.0 
■ .0.0 


61 
185 

3 

^1 


16.9 
' 51.3 
29.9 
' 0.8 
. 0.3 
, 0.8 






' 32^ 


. 100.0 


361 , 


10O.On^ 


1(^(5) > .05 











^^%t:^^x "° significant difference, between sample and non-sample families with- resagct 

werfsubSntiaf wlth'^nn^H' ?e wet season. For some x^^ 

5^ lia^S •' considerable implications for a. correspondence program. The ranqe 

ioter'^enToTrUiSS" -^'^^""^^ t.^more^han a mU for bver' 



Table 8v Length of Delay in Mail Sen/ice during Wet Season 



Length of Delay 

— ^ ! L_l 


<♦ Sample. ' . 


i ' * ' 
; ' Non-Sampfe , 


Number ^y^^^'^^^^nX ' 


' Number Percent 


None 

One Week ... • ' ^ . 
Two Weeks , ^ 
Tbree Weei<s ■ • ' 
Four We'eks ' , 
More than Four Weeks "j 


Z'A^lyy 3(i3 

4 ^ ' 121 
.7 . , 21.2 

2 • .;6.o 

5 m2- 


, 137 \ 37.9 
92 255 
. .45 • . 125 
26 7.2 , 

■ 18 ao \ 

43 11.9 • 


Totals • . ■ ' 


33 4oao ^, . 


361'* ■ -3000 ; 



/ 



(5) = JO ^ .05 



V 



Parents' occupations were 'classified aqcording.to^'the coding categories 6f ,the .Index of 
Occupations (CQirirnonweafth Bureau .of Census and Statistics, I97l). ;^pne additional 
x:lassifiGation/ fhat of^ftc- .Housewife, wa^ inc;luded,,'for>the purpose of this project. . 
AH occupation$^y|r^t^ by a^ leasts fgur persons were Individually-jisted 

In. TaiSfes^^^9^^^^ il. •Occupation-s. represented by" few^r , i;ha^ ^fourpersons, were 
combjned^^the '/other" category^ • The, range of fathers^* occupations,- as showrt irt, 
bte 9, was equally repr<j^sented:iT3i*^oth. sample and rion-sanrlple families: / . 



' Table 



distribution . of . Father^' Occupations 



/-- 



% . Fathers' Occupations 

* * - 


Sample^ 


_ 'Ndn-Sanfp^e 


Number ' 


PVrcent 


Number ^ 


'Rercent.-.' 


43 Teacher , ' - , . 
119 Manager . » ^ - 
301: Sugarcane grower, *V • 
i 3^ \ Grazier • 
"•^14 • Agndiltural farm«r/Grazier " ^ ^ 
3^4 , , Fann Ldbouref/Statioh^hand — 
. .6^ .Electrician . ^ - , 
. 772'^ C,onstnictifan Worker - . ' ^ ^ - - 
785/ Labourat . * ^ " ^^^r^ 
i ^<her ^ ^. > - . . 


1 : 

18' 
6 ^ 

. 2 - , 

-J '6 ' 


, 2.9 - 
■ - 2.9^ 
0-6 

- 52J>^:^ 

' Ills 


■■ I' - 

< 179^^^^ 

' . 36 - ; 

i ' '6 .'Ij: 

? 1 

- .-P 


K' 'l.4-'"-' 
1.7 

y4^ 

'12;2 ; 
y,-9.9' ' 
^ li.7 

-i-a,. . 
1.4 

• ^6;0 


\ X Totals ^ . I ' ' , 

' " = H — ^ — — : ^ — ^ 


. . 34 ' • 


•190.0 


■ 361 




. lOOtO 



X2(9) = i^i,.^ > .05* 



there were. 



In the. r^^ges^.of. niotljers' occupati.qns beforg'marriage,: shpwh in Table 10/ 
significant "cJiff^Yehces betAyeen the pothers* in the sam[3le families and those in tKe /est 
cff the. families. ^ ;Motbers in the sanjple vv6r:e more likely to have hacl" a posjtrsecondary 
educatiq^n with a grepter^ peroentage hiving been .quajified .nuf^^^^ fcir th^ 
non-sanniple in the Pfe-School'^Corresporidenge P . - ' 1 ' ' 



In their prfeseht occupations, 'there were 'np^signif]cant/differenc§s'wrth*sim 
of mothers from s^ni^pte.and npi^tsample ^'groups, working in the variety of 



I jar percentages 
. . - . . « . . , .Occupations, 

but with ^ fclear niajorjty, \t\ both groups w6rk*irtg fulWme, ofi fiome duties^ '•The .' 
distribution is shown -^iri taBl6 . IV:*. \, ; ' * V . ' " ' ' : 



Jn response to a gerteral questi'pn'^irr the BdcVground. InfoHnatibn She^t. orie^quprter, of 
parents mentioned problems whicK they felt .affected their children.^ Of '^bse mentioned 
54 per cent indicated j:he:c;hifd's 'speech fs tfje sbdrce of the^roblehi.^ . The sample^ was 
representative of the whole group ,:in the hutnber .apd type ojF.problems .sp^ffied bV 
parents. There was no ^significant difference; hejwfeen ^tbe oumbers of parents; in both. ^ 
sample ahd non-sample gfoiips wljd •mentioned each problem^ , Probterns ofian- emQtiQnal 
and behavioural , type were ^combined in 'the '-dtftWV category jn Xa\f]e 12, in which 
responses, are summarizfed;- \- , r ' ; 



these 



Table^/Wr^istribution* of MothsxsL-Occixpa^^ . 




30 \ INJurslng-sister'. J 
3Z ^Dehtists njjrse 
'\^42, 'Teacher — ter:tiary* - ' 
*r43 'Teacher ' ' / *» 

l)Sp Sfi9r^hand^typist^ ; 

161^-- '.Clencal/S^rtftariaf puties 
,^-T:SfYop_Ass^^ r' 
324-. Famr Worker/Station Hand \ . 
54S^ 'hl^eplfdinR^^ """^ 
8Q8-^,Hotel employee'*:^*, 
atll ^ fchilcf Cai^mayeI;Hbi^jtess^t ' 
8t5 ..VValtrp^ ^ i^* ^ 

'^826;t ;^Harrdresser * 
'866 * Home Duties 
Other _ V 



* 1 ^ 
;1 

4 ' 

3 

3 

^' 

i 

11. 

i; 

01 

*o ^ 

t 

0. 
3 



31 



29.0- 
. 3.2, 
. 3.2 
12.9 i 

f 

■> ^9.7 ;■ 

'.-.•.3.2 

\ 0;0 . 

: • 3.-2. . . 

,;0;0 ' 
' .0.0 • 

• *P-o ^ 



• • 100-a 



62 
•MO, . 

' 4.1 . 

, ^^ 5 . '-- : 

•.28:- ■ : 
' 11 

.'T2 V . 
6 

■. .5.- ■ •• 
11.-' • , 
'45 . ' 



342- 



•"•18.1 
> 2.9 
. 1,2 
12.0 

•14.3 

7.3 

8.2 ■ 

, 3:2 • 

'■3.5 • 

1.8 • 

• 2j3 . 

3.2 

, J3!2 ' 



I' 



-10O.t>". 



X2 {14^ =^ 4:37, p e 005 ^ ' , 



Table 11:' distribution »of Motiiers' Cfccupajions , j^y^ 



/ ' Mother's OccupaiiQn : ^ \^ 

* * * 


^^Sample* V ► * 


' ■ Non-Sample;- . .. • 


Number" 


Percent 


Number" 


_ Perceht ' 


30* Nyrsing Sjsler;S\o --^ * * ; ' 
42. T^acher-^f ertiary V ' ' « , * ^ 
43 Teacher* • . . . , 
MSb Oerk . . * ' ' / ' ^ > ' 
1p3 Oerical/Spcretarlal duties ' . 
308 /Grazier . - C ■ j ^ ^ ') ' / 
'555 * Post 'Mf^jress ^ • * . 
807* Cook" ' A \' • • • ^ , v 
.808 H^otel fmpioyjee//. . 1 ; 1, / ' 
860 ^'Loading wi-eh ^ . ' ' *l • * . ' 
;866 .Housewrfe/Mother L . 


■ :v- - 

1 

"'0 ' 
1 

' ' 2\ • * 


•2.9 

- «■ O.b — * 
"2.9. ■: " , 
•lD.o . 
' 0.6 ' 

2.9. • . 

2.9-- ■ , 

5.-9' 

p.o ... ■' ' 

., ■ 0.6 , 
73.? ' 
8.9 


: ■■ •?"'2--('. 
-2' ■ 

*: v2 

; -6 ' 
.11 ■ ■ 

^ * A • . 

■ >" .2 
27^ ''; 

•; , v'i3 .: 


T — '4 . — r 

' ■ ^-5 

;0.5. * 

' 1.6 • ' 

*t5.6; 

\- i.B-- •; 


,V Totals e ' . a^v': " ' ^ 

« — / t"-^;/ ' " 


• . '54\. ^:. 


100.0*. 


, 

V364.;/ 


■'*ioo."o .- 



X? (1) 10.0, p > ^;or 



Table 12: Numbers of Parents Reporting Special Prbblems for Child 



- ■•• *; • i 




Special Pr^oblems 

i ■ ' ■ 


Sample * 
/* * 


C NoP'Sample 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Pe'rceht 


None - 
sight 
Hearing^ 
Speech 

Physical Oisabtlity 
More than one 
Other ^ , 


7 

V 

' '-4 . - . 

1 

$ 

I 


£.0 
1 

' 0 
4 
0 

1 ; 
0 

i 


3.1 

0.0,' 
12.5 
.0.0 
. . 3.1 
^ -*0.0 


• 9 

J 3 
> 46 

^ 2 , 


2.6 

. 0.9- 
13.-2 
2.6 
0.6 

, 6.6 


Totals . / 


32 


100,0 


^ 348 ' 


100.0^* 



Orh tbe basis of the preceding conmparisons it canTbe seen that;, the lO^per cent sample 
selected ^provided a •good match wjth the remaioing 90 per cent of the famijies in the 
Pre-School Correspondence Progranri. The irvterviews- with the /sampje could, be tak.en to 
have represented, the views of all familfes .eproljed m' the Pre-Schdol Correspondence 
^"-ram ih 1975. - % \ ' • 



IS 



■ PARENTS' VIEWS OF PROGRAM ■ 

Parerit-TeacheF^ Belatianship ^ C . * ' , . ,j • * > i * - 

The parent-teacher relationshif? js an integral pari of -a. c^l;resp9ndence program., and, . 
as such, w^rr&nts .analysis from the parent's; viewpQint asi^vyelLjs a^ more fprmal . 
investigatibn of tfe^lrV ^r^tip BS^ partieS'/'particulirly teachers and parents. « The . * 

latter' typeyidf-analysiajs ^igsent^d m "JylgGaw, Ashby a^d PerryJ^<l975). \ * 

In ;(he. pei3onalr4fiteiview^j^ ^par^ts several^lB^ion§^i/^7e^^ gstablisfii^the* 
parents'" yievy of the relationship th&s bad with xhe^jf^'-school cocrespondeH^ce teacher.- ♦ ^ 
Paremsjwere asked aboiJt\ their yvlHingness tgLJcorrt^ on. jL-'nurQbgr '^o f probl em's^ 1' ^ 

Their responses are .shown* in'' TableJ^l^-^Tfi^ quite^illing lo wxite to^ 

teachers about probtenjs related;{t<f^''Prer&^ 
, •9t.2 'per cent indicated .that Jhey would write if ;tf#y were , behind^ scFtfe<Jule with the.. v. 
' pTogramf Wfiere th^* proWen^ was -ftiore'pe/son^af, 'ij^wever,' more ' parents^ expres^^ 
; reluctance to seek help from, the teacher/ For- pr:6b1erns jnv.olyang 'the. child's behaViour . , 
, only 73:.,5 per cent declared , a '.Willingn^sSj to .revea|^hem to tKe . teacher. This is- s'till a-^ / 
' substantial proportion, of 'the p|irents, of course, ;i^Ut it^ should ^e , noted that it refers / * 
. ojily. to declared'wilUngn^ss.- . The-acteialv^equepciy^^ of contacts, of this type ,areV> * 
' discussedrin^lVfcGavy, Ashby and Perry (J975).^,Vr' ' ' ^ ' \, - \ 

The parents were askpd ,to'indJcate specif i.t • iS8;^5es, on vvhfclv they .had actually Written, to • ' 
the-pre-school cdxrespondence staff and to provide $ome persojial judgement of th^ replied' 
* they received. ' In fact, vecy *fm parqnt$^tn^rcatedf that they had written aBout 'any, issues 
of cbnfeern* Problems, were. written-^&bmjV'Qo, 25* occasions. Of the 34 families Jn^the * 

' • •* \ . ^ ^\ f ^ \ ' '^ ' . - -I' 



W 



Table 13: Willingness of Parerits tp^ Contact teachers A'bout Specific Problems : ■ h 



' * /Prdblem ' - ii. ' 
/ » • 




* 

. Parent Willingness 




"I • ' ' « * . ' 






/ ' 


' Number 


Percent 


Number 




behind scheduk with. pFogr^ 

child's, ability with program . . 

chtm's .general cJeveJopment 

child's behaviour 


• ' .31 

. ;29 ^ 

' 28' 


9.1.2 

'85.3 ! 
82.4 
. 73.5 


5< 
■ 9 


^8:8 
. '^7.6 - ' 



iple, 15 had 1»ot written about problenns a^ all. The issues about which. they wrote 
Id their judgements df the replies are given jh Table 14. . : 

Table 14: Frequency -with which Parents Wrote about Issues and Helpfiilh^ of 

Teachers' Responses /.. " ■ ^ . 



Topic of Concern in Correspondence 


, Never ^ 

Written 
* 


Written but 
.rib reply 


Written & Adequacy , of RepIV 


Not . 
Helpful 


Quitfe 
Help^Tdl 


. Very 
Helpful 




No. 


%' 


Na 




Na 




Hoi 


:% 


No 




Uridtfrstamding of parents book 


34 


100.0 


^ o' 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 , 


0.0 


0 


ao 


Use of materials in kit . 


33, 


97.1 


0\ 


0.0 


, 0 


0.0 


1 ' 


2.9, . 


d 


6.0 


Program requirements*' - ^ 


29 


85.3 


1 ■ 


2.9 ^ 


0 


ao 


3 ' 


8:0 ' 


r 


Z9 


Need for more .program content 


30 


88.4 


1 


.2.9^ . 


1 , 


Z9 


t 


2.9 


1 


29 


Being behind sche'dtSle-^ith pt/pgram 


29. 


.85,3 


* o' 


0.0 


1 


2.9 


3- 


8.9 


i: 


2.9 


Child's negative response to program 


32 


94.2 




Z9 


a ' 


0.0 


.1 


2,9 


. 0 


ao 


Chtld,^s behaviour problems^ 


33 


97.1 






- 0 ^ 


0.0 


, 1 


2.9, : 


. 0 


ao 


Child's, disability or siovy development 


27 


79.3 




R.9'. 


2 


5.9 


2 


5i9 


• 0 


,ao 


Choice of activities for child* 


34 


100.0 




0.0 , 


P 


0.0 




ao 


0 





Of the 25 issues ^bout which parents, reported letters had been written. -6 had produced 
•TO reply and 4 yielded replies which the parents judged to beMjnhelpful. Replies judged 
.to be quite helpful had been received for 12 of the .letters and replies judged very 
helpful; for 3 of thern. The laclc of reply may havp been dua in part to replies not 
having been received at the tinne of the: visit rather than failure to reply, but the delays 
•IfonSS Tl""^ to^ the parents. Irregularity and infrequency of services 

.S? thL p«?Q^ the^e problems but there were alsb delays assSciated with the procedures 
SnSf slt^tL S^^'"'"^ "'^'''^ replies were cHecked.and ^uthorized^^ 

Teachers were more often judged by the parents as'' having, dealt satisfactorily with 
enquiries, about progrann requirements than with enquiries of a more ^rious nature , such 
aj requests for advice ^bout a child's disability. While the more routin^SministTa ive^ 

dealt wim efficiently, those enquiries seeking, more p^o Sbnaf 
advice from the, teaching staff were less well, handled , in thfe views of the parent? The 



firobjems involved were personal and complex, of course, and it .would be very difficult 
to Vndertake by correspondence so/ne of the diagnoses and prescriptions required. The 
^act that there was some^par^nt dissatisfaction with the^yyay in which developmental, and 
J^roing^roblems: w^^'^al^^wfth the need for support resources for the 

-^^^'^ers^ti^ll upon to devefe^;,^dv^^ parents. The teachers could, in such 

ecome the mediator utilesslffe-Ha^ were sufficiently severe to warrant direct 



e^le in 

thetMiUuation^ 

IOC 



Tab! 



ireas' frequently complam ta||Mirban dwellers do not understand 
jRkg^^p^^ were asked how well .thty^^elt^e pre-school teachers. ^ 
" lition, to indicate the grounds on whum-they arrived at their ' ' 
|pon^esk4£e summarized in Table 15. " ' 

[lents of Teacher's Understanding of Parent's Life Style by Evidence 
Judge^ieots ' . . 



r ^ '.-.jiA^^ ^^ — =- 

Evidence for Judgement 


Teacher^ Understanding in Parent's Judgement * 




Ver/ Poor 


Poor 


Good 


Very Good 


teacher comments 


. 0 




1 


K 


, 3 


administrative judgements 


0 




1 


• 7 




lackM)f4pqal knowiedge 






^ , 2 




^ • 0, " 


typeot^ctlvTti^^ 


2 




0 




0 . 


lack of teicfifeM^pj^ * 


' 2 




0 






Total , ' ^ 


5 




18 * '-^^ 





.Of -the~-34^arer>ts^21 felt that teachers understood., .th^ir life situation vvrei'i.S Thi^ 
' judgement >as basea:rflnainr^^^the type of comments made by teachers- and the i ' 
admmistratiye- adjustment -^hiCh^had been made to suit the parents..^ <The fact that 
■.?ome illustrations and stories in- thercorrespondence materials reflected the life style of 
I '^people in the butbagk hadf^^made somefSparenS- feel that the teachers understood tl^eir 
; i jsituation. The most important determinant was the evidence given by particular teachers 
> \ m their, correspondence of empathy with paceiits. Of the parents who answered' nine 
z. £ felt the teacher did not understand. Three of these parents based the views of what 
I t they todk td be evidence of the teacher's lack of any local knowledge. In the case of ' 

parents, their judgement of the teacher's lack of awareness of fheir situation- was 
i !|fevealed in activities they suggested for the children. For example, it was suggested 

.{that children put their heads out the window of a moving car to feel the breeze - an 
I faction which one parent pointed, to as actually being dangerous. 

I Ipther attributes of teachers' efforts to build up a good relationship between parent and 
I teacher were more, important, however, than their prior understanding of the family's 
rihfe style. The responses shown in Table 16 sugggst that the adequacy -of the teachers'' 
^knovyledge of^^the family is a product, not a determinant, of the quality of the ^ . 
* WaS'S" *'^L * t^""^ communication was frequent and personal the parents were more 
^'v^-^QOTident that the teachers understood. . 

^"^^^^^^^ftsp^m the forfTial contacts which can be established through correspondence, and 

^^Pfi' possibility ,for deepening the contact between teacher ' 
would i^)e for the teachers to visit the fannilies. During the interview the 
TSJed for their reaction to the possibility of teacher making personal visits. 




Table 16: .Parents' Judgements of Teacher's Understanding ;of Parentis. Life Style 
. . by RelationshlpxWith Teacher 




~ E ; — - — ^ — 

Description of Pa>ent.Teacher j , Xeacher^s Understanding in Parent's Judgerjfent . 

Relationship , ' . ^ Z T ^" I " 

. Very poor Poor Good . Very good 



^psuff icient contact _~ f. 
teacher's fault 

IriluClici^nt contact - 
parent's fault f ' 

-iQsufficient contact - 
desjrf ^mor^ but nij, 
blame ascribed . i * ' " • 

Contact too impersonal^ 

Helpful, but not close 

Good personal relattonshtp 



Total 



' 1 

1 

1 

0. 



J 

i. 



i_ 



1 . 
2 

0 • 

1 



.2 
1 

2 
4 
8 



.18 



0. 

6 



.2 ' 
Of 



Total 



6* 

,^ 4 
8 



33 



"i^ — : r 

. X2 (15) = 22.0.P > -10 ' , . . ■ ' 

. •• ■ ' « ' 

Their reactions are summarized, in Table 1^7, which reveafs a significant felatjbAship " ' 
betyyeeii the parents' judgements of the ^teachers knowledge of their fife' style and the 
value that, they would attgcf) to a visit from the .teacher. The pattern ,was not a clear • 
one but there was a tendency for those who felt that the teachers understood theni least 

,^e to be more strongly jn -favour of visits. Overall, the» prospect of teacher visits wa's 
well received," with only piJp out of 33 pa'rents declaring it to be .unnecessary.- There ' 
were 16 who; white acknowledging the valiid qf such visits, were unconvinced of- their 
necessity, blit 12 .of these believed the teacher already had a^ood kno'yyledge of their 
life style. Since costs woulji obviously be an important considerajjon in. jmplemenitinh 
any general scheme for home visits, a useful approach niight he a flexible one i,n which • 

. the families visitedare those for whom it is anticipated' the re would be the 'gredtfest 
'benefit. ' < • " •.' * , ' . ■ - .. 

If -home visit's by Yeachers- were to ba irnplemented, -there. was -some variability among 
parents in the timing they would prefer for the visjts, as shown in' Table t&. -As the 
mam pur|pdse of the visit would, be for -parents' td learn 'how better -to fulfill their' role ^ 
of the chi Ids teacher, 87>5 per cent of parents- felt the visit shduld take place in the 
first half of .the year. Jhis would' enable the parents to" have become farnillar With the 
program Content and assess .their child's- reaction to the iDrogram. ' It . would' also mean 
that parents would still havje the. major part of .the year ahead -of theim .during ,whi(5Fi> 
implement what they had learnt from the teacher's visit. Ofil^ one- parent proposed\tH\ 
the visit should occur before the prc^ranj began H , wuseuMna 



The parentis were ajso asked to indicate What tasks they would like the vislier-tbs 
undertake, in addition tq providing advice oii the Pre-Schoo) Correspondiwice. 
■As shown in' Table. 19, T8 parents, 56.2 per cent, would want the, visitoi® , 
advise on the primary school work of , their older school children.' Ten farmness? 
were keen to meet with' </ther- parents and children enrolled in the Pfe-Schodt • '* 



14. 




. '* l;f able -17: Parents' Judgements of Teacher's UnderstanUiar of Parents' ,Life Style 



by PareHts7Peaotion^;to Home Viisits by Teachers^ 



is 



4- 



Jmportance^of Teachecis Visit 



• Ready ^ Essential for program- 

Would ilglp, and probably - 
fl^ly nece^ary 

Would help buj'^ not reaily 
necessary » 

Not r^eqessary , 



>jTbtal 



Teacher's* Understanding in Parent/s Judgement 



Very poipr^ 



0 



6 



fTodr 



S. r 0 

- 2 



Gobd 



7'" 



11 



' 0 



Very good 



0 

2 



3 • 



Total 



2 
13 

c 

1.6 
2 



33 



X2 (9) = 22.7, p <..6l 



Correspondence Program,,jtert the" visi^torjcouldJnjtiat^^^ntacf^fwee^ parents'- in theif 
area by jar'ranging a'giicHjp meeting. Eleven farriillesMeinth^t Jt' would be useful lft the 
:^ visitor could suggest yvaVs to deal with behaviour r^robtems. " ' 



^Afhat the p.arents nripst clearly wanted frbm ^n>Jr*|fojne visitor, was educational ddvice. 
iSome'Were* hopefiIt{ > of > bonu ses, in otj^er areas butHla^ were ctearly^ subsidiary. If the 
pre^schooj teachet'jrom the correspondence school could visit/the nVeds: would .probably 
best be met, prq\/!(cjed that the pre-schbol teacher was also able to 'advise on prjmai&y 
(Correspondence y^prk^for older children. In. fact, any. 3iisiting, program should be* 
. * co-ordinated by\^i;he two correspondence units -r- pre-'schooi and prifn&cy;. 

Table 1&; PrefilrJ-ed Timing of Homq Visit by Teacher ' , 



1 





. ' '\ Tjming * 


' Number 


V Percent 










TtT^ ^ T 

'Before the. program starts ^ , , 




^ 3.-1. 


^^ 


Early in the year • ' * 

i< 


■ ~ ^15' , " 


' / 46.9 . 


:)' 


' * • "* 
Mid yfearf v *. v . 


. _ '■ 13 


' ^o.e 


•t 


Anytime ' , ' ,- ' . • 

• ■ • ' '•■ 




• 9.4 ; 


* 


J- ^ 

Tof] . '., 

♦ ♦ " • . - ^ y 


*• * 


100.0 
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. Table. 19: 



Preferred Tasks for Home Visitor to Undertake 



Taskj 



Advise on Piimary school work ^ 
Advise on N itri^ion 
Arrange meVvi^sW Parents . 
||)ear wtth^ch|d*s d^aviour problems ' 



De^rable 



Yes 



Number* 



i ■ 



Percent 



56.2 • 
15.6 
3l'.2 , 
.•34.3' 



No 



Number 

•A 



,2 7 .. 
if if 



''Percent 



43.8 
84.4 
68.8 
• §5.7 



i^Preser 



tion'tiQhe^ployed ,by parerfts in' presenting the pre-sclio6l ' 
5we^ good deal of individual, freedom. Specific advice 



JduM^ fo the first- set dt mateVials. In particular they 
ictqd, tdsmtempt all. aspects covered "in the program ^ books 
r^s., 30^9 discussion topics' :,and. activities were marked- 
|t>^ .suggested, they .be' presented first but the parent 
arfrtng^^ttje remaining activities for -those of particular 
iterview* parents werf- ^■'^ iryriir.^*k u^*u u-... 
vv, uocdyand how they act 
Ktiphs is shoWn' in ^Tabfe 20. 



The 

program to^ 
.was^Wen to 
Si!vel-e> tdtd^rents 

ch!^se>;;arnong^ 
as in^Q^nt hySR^ast? 
■ was'thervl»*S^rkg{ 

i blS \he parents We;' a?*k^ 'to Jn^cat^ both 'S they 

' ■ Vi™^ ♦ Prograff|*^Vto be usebvand how they actually used if. The pattern of 
, responses to thesTW^i^tiohs is .shSWn' in ^TabIe 20 " " > n.e Pauern qt- 

i'- **• • ■ ■ ' >^ ' '. ' ' ' •' 

* M^.^u'' ^ ^^J°"H relationship between parents perceptions of how 'they Were reauired 

fhih"''^-'!!."- '^'^ ^•^^"^"y did. Ihdeed more £ haff oTthemSred 

•sh?uir^otl!'''lht'^°'i' ''"""^ °P*'°"''. f^^d been suggLted'^hey 

^nS ShitSrJ^^*"^ °J'^^.^ parents reported a. discrepancy between what thev were dbina 
Ztu 1 i'^eV' thought they should have been doing The fact* tharsix- SmiliK did^ 
. tfl«y r^'-e expected to work through all suggesttons- s evid^ncrthat the'v 

failed eitRerao. see or to- understand the propoW basis of Se Onirth^L of thS - 
farn. i^ had actually been ^fe to-werk thrdughfSe program in tWi det5 fed w&v -Th.t 
' SL^'^^^S'"^'"^. the^clegree.ofj[i:eedom- oI choice frparent p??ffl Ss -farther 

• Stasis and the parents probably need cleat criteria for making the cKes Th^ ' 
r^'^ d ensure that #.,parerits;were familiar with tfie manner 'm wh^cVthe^^^^^ 



A 



;eric; 



Table 20: Parents-' Actual Uie.ahd Perceived Requlrertients for Use. of 
^ * Pro{((am Materials 




Actual Method of Use ' . . 


Perceived Reqfiired Use 


Total 


'do all 
suggestions 


^ * * 

CO 0 
0 en 

■s S 


c 0 5 1 

SJ 2 
3 w E 'a 




those marked 
important and 
interesting ones 


do all suggestions . 

choose* among sugge< 

use some |o make c 

do.wh^t can be fitt< 

do those marked inr 
interesting ol^es 


itions 

»wn program 
ed in - . 
portant and 

r 


■ . Y / 

1 

• 0- 


. r 

» 18 • 

1- 

• 


0 

. 1 1 

* 




' 0 • 

y - 
■'' '° " 


« 

5 

1 • 
'. 1 


Total 


• . A-' j 6 ' 


20 4 •] : 3 


, -1 


34 



x^lie) = 44:2, p 



^ In^ addition to the^ resjufces, pVoyided ^*t the^'beginning of the year, thfe' regulaKprogram 
, materials, divided irtto eight,, segments, were despatched at 5-6 week intervals. Within 
each segment there Iwere a Program^ Book, divided into 3-4-v topics and cont#iing 
outlines for suggested discussions, and^ methods for presenting a variety of ,p|ay activities; * 
' Story Booklet^ (inclbded jh five of^tfte. eight,. segments) vyhich focus on the topics and' • 
. which nriay be^ usedlbV^ the parentS; to., introduce the topics; a Cassettef Tape cpntaining 
songs, storie*^, verse,1sounds and suggest'i9ns for movement; a Stofy Booklet and 
Mangu^ge experiences I including, for p>$ample, picture sequence stoHes. and verse which may , 
be read to the children; Contact, a. booklet for parents covering Jopics suc^h as child 
development and education, and providing an opportunity-for the exchange, of ideas 
^anr\ong parents; and a Teacher Information Sheet the form of a questionnaire to be 
cbnipleted by the parent gi\>ing information about the child's respons^"to the 'segment. ' 

In th^ interviews theiparents were asked to comment, on the quality of program 
, materials dnd where applicable to, o/fer suggestions for their improvement. Thei'r responses 
in regard to tft6 Respbrce Book, shown in Table 21, reflect a high fevef bf parent 
. . satisfaetioh yyjth 29 cdnsiidering there to be no need for change and. the rerrtaining 4 ♦ 
• *vyho res^jonded believir^g some change ^to be necessary. All 33 parents ii^icated TRat ^• 
Jhey had referred to the Resource Book^^ Fewer; of them had. used the^l^ook for pther 
more specific purposes,! however. The numbers. bf parents vyho did' use It for obtainipg 
specific suggestions for/program presentation or extension are showfv in. Table. 21. Ot the 
33; parents who responded, 20 used the boqk for id^as in presenting^ the^ program'' and 18 
. for jfieas in extending the program,. Only 10 said they used Jt,. for activities when 'they 
had completed the program but many » of those ^t^ho didn't would prot)ably'^not have 



,17.', 



"fibished" and, therefore, not perceived this sort of nqed. rin response tcan open . 
question about other uses for the resource book '27 parents indicated that they used it 
as a» source of group activities for children's play. ' \ 

•• . . ^ 

Table ,21: Parents' Actual Use of Resource Bd'ok by Perceived Need 
. for !inpro\^ement * 



1 — — : ! ^ i 

Use of 
Resource Book 


Improvements Considered 
Necessary • ' 


No 




s as a reference " ^ ^ yes 
. ^ ' no 


0 ' 


• r ^ 
" % 0-..- ' 


for details of • ' yes 
program presentation 

no 

^ — ■ 4 — — * 


1.8 
11 


— , _i 


g for new jdeas in yes 
program presentation 

^ no 


15 
14 




for ideas to use when yes 

program completed * 

♦ ft * -no 


9 ?> 
. 20 


' .. ♦ " 

3 ^ 



The Resource Book was vyelP "received and vyTell-Jiised by parents. Those parents 'whb- 
suggested improvements did so, not fjecause ;hey We^e dissatisfied with .the bo'dk, but; v 
because they felt it couW be improved; One .sjsecific imprpvenient" suggested was the 
inclusion of an index.. With an -Index, those parehts cfeiraeit they would use the 6dok 
more often. , ~,- • ... " * v • ^. r. > », 

The parents'- assessments -qf the Program Books, summarized in Tablfe i22. reveal tjtat • 
parentaKapproval of these was virtually as high as thaffor Resource Book. Qniy • 
four parents felt that the content. of Prograrri' Books could be. improved 'thodgh several, 
pthers did stiggest changes ijpi both the presentation of the books ;and the frequency; of 
.their despatch. The type rff changes suggested by parents are 5hown in table 22. - • 
Twelve families expre^ed Jheir satisfaction with the' present arranaements. and advocated 
■no changes in either the *esentaiion iar ^ccmtent "ol the Program Books. Of the .18 
families who desired charigfes, njnd requested that m Prdgrarri Bdoks be in a smaller • 
romriat to efiable chil<;lr^n to handle them; easily. Seventeen of tfiefparents regularly 
- completed the bpqk from one segment well before the arrival' of the pe^t segment, and 
they.expressed a preference, for the- books to come more frequently. ■ 

The clear view- of the parents about the;Prograrn ^fiooks was one of satisfaction with • 
their content but wtjh -a ^-preference for more frequent^despatch. .. In the view of 'some 
parent? a charige to.^a smaller format more suitable 16r -the children was alsov'desirablK. 
When asked m.6re seecifica II y. about the presentation of *the books IZ suggested • 
^provements to fheillustrations^- proposing the iise of real'. life colouc illustrations.' ' 
The|e Illustrations were- sought fi^rticulafly for those concepts which were outside the 
expa-ieriqe of -v^ children. : One example, given by soiDe parents, .was a Hghthoub 



Table 22: Perceived Needs fpr Changes in. Content, Format, and Frequency of 
Despatch of Program Books 



. >|^#r ' Preferred Format and 
Frequency of Despatch 


Need for Improved 
Content 


Total 


no 


y€s 




— . . 

^'^mailer format/rriore frequent 


P , 1 

' « . 


1 


9 ' 


Same format/mdre frequent • 

.1 


V ^ 


•• ' •':<•■• 




' ' ' * )' 
Same at present 

* ' ' ' ' '"^^^ i 

vLarger format/less frequently ' \j, 

. t \ ' .... * * , • 


- 0 

t V 


, 3. - -V 


15 




. 

> 28 







which is presenied in jhe present materiiaU as a.slcetch of a model which the.farjiily ♦ 
^could construct. iThe ohly^ other suggestions proposed changes sgch as the use of^hard 
, covers or th^ inclusion of- the story booklets in the program book. . 

% . ' ' " \ \ . . * , ^ ' - ^ 

.The Story Booklets were another 'aspect, of, -the pragrarn whi'ch was g^ne/ally .w^dl- 
received by both parents and 'children. Twenty-s^vfen of the' families commended the 
booklets and said they wanted no change J;a them. Several, in fatft, commented to 
the interviewers that •they hgd missed the TbookJeft Jn those segments which did,, not ' 
contain ^them. Parents r^orted that, some of the older pre-sc)1ool children in the 
program had been attempting-* to "learn* some of tf\e/aimply- words in these booklets.. 

•* • ' * . ' * . ' * . \ • - 

As Table 23 indicates, five f^amilies Were critical of the booklets, with fourv^ctuaUy. 

advocating their omisTsion froni the pragr;am on the gro.unds ^that they were to^o sirr^ple 

arid their content alreadv well-known to thei^^'chijc^ren. With a\program catering for^ 

children ranging in age,' at. date^of enrolment, /from fouf yfears- to almost six years it is 

not surprising that th'e cqnb^t Of sonrte. asfDects jtlid riot suit all j^hildren. 

Parents offered, .on JLheir own behalf, somewKat similar criticisms of \Contact, the booklet 
^prepared for them. Of. t|ie^33 parents who responded, 13 reported that they made no 
'Mse of it. The reactions or^l the parents, summarized'in Table 24, revealed ..thjat only. 
, t3\jparents were 'satisfied with it^ The "seven parents who offered specific suggestions for 
it§ ifnprovemerit suggested the\se of illustrations,., the inclusion ^,of ideas for equipment 
and a ^general inci^ease in the de^ 'of treatment Eleven other parents declared their . 
belief that th^ booklet underestim^ed them, with four of them actyally urging its 
discontinuation. ' > ' . 

. In, the interview, the parents were invite*^ to comment on aspects of the prograrn .with 
with which they had experienced difficijity and specifically xo identify the source of the 
difficulty. Twenty-three families indicated thjat they had had .difficulty with the^ 
presentation of at tease one topic. ^ in eight of these cases, the parent judged the topic 
to be fop' difficult to e?<plain whereas, ih the remainder, ^the parents^ accep,ted the 



' Table 23: Percei_ved .Need for Improvements to Story Booklets 





/ Change Proposed 


Nurnber of 
Parents: 


Percfent' 


No change * 




27 


. 81.8 


No change to content, just 
combine^ into single book 




1 


3.0 


Change desired but not specified 




1 


• 3.0 


^ iSelete because they are too simple 




4 


12.2 


Tbtal * 4^. • • ^ 


3i3- 


100.0 



'%■ ■ -/• ' 

. iTable 24: Pareri'feJ.R|^ctlons to Contact 



Parents' Reactions 


Number of 
Parents 


Percent 


ri , . , . • — ^ 

Good - hints, helpful 


13^ 


■39.4 


'1 Unsure* of its purpose 


■ 2 '■ 


6."l . 


Sjjecific improvernents needed ^ 


7 


2i,2 ' 


Too* simple and uninteresting . 


■ 7 


21.2- 


Suggested it be discontinued 


4.. 


12.1 


i Total ■■ • 

II'- . • , 


• 33 


100.0 



difficulty as: inevitable (in one case perceivipg it to be the child's problem) or'commented 
tt»at the topic could have been less difficult if better teaching suggestions had been ' 
available. .,',*.• • 

Teh of the parents reported particular difficulty with the concept of the 'extended 
family Five of them expressed the view, that the concept wasJnappropriate for their 
children. Of the other five, four simply/|isted it as a' difficult concept tovteach while * 
the fifth explicitly expressed the view that her problems could have been reduced by a 
more helpful treatment of the topic in the Program Book. * " > 



Seven fancies reported difficulties jn dealing with enviro;imehts%or situations, their 
children had^ never experienced. ;The general View of these/parents was that; with the 
use of photographs^ of real-life situations, the concepts could have been commurticated 
adequatelyv . ■ . • ' i ■■ ' • • 

• ' ' . ' ' . ■'*.->■■'".'. 

|n the general discussion with parents of topics they found difficult or' judged- to be 
mappropnate, several parenjs raised examples of activities suggested by' the program 
which they judged to be dangerous. In one case, an illustratipri of a chilcl on a nature ■ 



walk showed a child close to water alone and apparently unsupervised. Another ^ 
illustration, which caused concern to one parent^ showed a '^child" playing, ^gain , 
appare/itly on a high plank fixed to a tree. A further example raised by one 

parent mvolved, not the apparent ericdUragemeht of unsupervised play br discovery" in 
areas deemed dangerous, but ah activity judged to be dangerous in. arry circumstances. 
This was the suggestion -that chUdren put their heads out the window of a moving car 
to feel the wind; Other suggested activities , such as jumping down the front* steps ; 
al^o'drew cornmerit. ' The general view of the parents was-tiiat, since they /cannot be 
vyith their children all the time; some activities which may be suitable in supervised, 
pre-school * playgrounds can be potentially dangerous for the chiyren in the correspondence 
program; if they are>suggested explicitly to the chiitlren through ilfustrations in .the 
program materials.,. Teachers could well solicit direct comment from parents„on issues" such 
as this as a basis -for modifications to the program. . . i 

* / ♦ ' - ' • - . ^, 

When asked whether there were any other' toprics which they would haVe Jiked in the 
program, 25 parents, commented/ that there was alreatjy an.abCifjdarice bf topics- and 
actiytiies from which to choose. The. suggestions of those 'who proposed additVonah - * 
topics included health and sek edwcation, gqod; manners,, differences among, animal specie?, 
and engines. The exahiples of mechanical engines and animal studies arose directly ^frocn ' 
the interests of particular children in the program. Altbpugh nopics 'such as these could 
have been dealt with by the parents on their own initiatiYe,;the parents felt the need - 
for $ome (guidance on initial presentatiort, * ; 

The nature of the parents' reactions to these various aspects of the pl-o^ram emphasises 
need* for adequate communication from parents to teachers about tthe program and ' 
the child s reaction to it. The ri)Utine procedure by which parents were retjuired to 
report to teachers* was the completion of a teacher Information Sheet at the end -of 
every segment. To sonfie extent, the teachers- wer§ able to obtain infbrmation about the " 
child from material the child sent ia but the main source of 'information vyas^the * 
parerits and tbjat mostly, through the information^ sheets. These consisted of a series oi 
questions about the chfld's* reaction to the discussion topics and activities sLiqqested in 
the segment.^ - • ^ ; 1 ^ ^ , . 

The fact that completion arid return of these qu^ionhaires was a requirement of * 
parents was' rhade clear in instances in which further program materials were withheld 
until p^layed questionnaires had been received by the teadhers. :When asked: whether ' 
they saw completion of the questionnaires as an obligation only six said ?no' and, of 
these, three explicitly indicated that they did complete them because they believed them 
to be^ important. The methods parents^ used to complete the que'stiortriaires are ^ 
sumrnarized in Table 25. - • * . . : * 

Clearly the majority of the parents answered the questionnaires when they liad • 
completed all the vyork for a segment. Several others; .however, reported^ thafcSthe^ 
had initially done, this but found, it difficult to remember details for the '€ariy parts of * 
the segment. They had since changed their method to, the .completion 'of " the relevant 
section of the information sheet after vybr|c1ng through each topic in the; program . ' 
segment. Only sik farnilles did complete the questionnaire in this wayj ' Most repocted 
filling It, in just before it. had "to be sent back'. One parent gctualiy worked- through 
the questionnaire with the child, using the questionnaire - as a guide to the -more^ ' • 
ijTiportant features of the' sepent: ^ / , " . ' • i. " . ',. . . 

•Parents Were .asked about It'heir views of the vajue of the. information they ■provided to 
the teachers through the imomnatiori sheejts.^ ^[heir responses to an unWuctured 
question on this issue haV6 been categorized in table 26;' The largest group 15 < 
b<plieved that their resppnses wduld help the ^teachVrs but! two felt that there' vv ' * 



instances in^which their 'answers to the questions ajked would actually have misled tfte 

teachers. The other three who felt it was a useful exercise believed- it te be so not 
. because of its value for the teacher but because of it^ value for the parent either bv 
• reveailing eropbases. to them or- facilitating reyievv, fen-tjf the pa rents- doubted the" value 

SLSoTf'T^T-' ^5M[. because it was unclear to .them- virfiat was wanted, two 
■ •'^'^'^1^'.^ to reniember the detail when they came to complete .the • 

dSS rSn° tLn!!ir^^^^ '^''"^ '■''■'f'"'"* and the. remaining three .for no 

^ Sie tS. I'ke many others, complain about, the time requirect- for 

' ' • • - ■ ■ ■ ' ' ' " ■ ■ ' • 

Table. 25: Parents' jyi.ethods- of Completion of Teachy Info/motion Sheets ' 



r *: * . , ^^6*9^ .0^ Completfgn o, 

: = jl-gj ' _ ■ 


JSumber. of 
rP^rents : 


Percent ' 




' * as wdrked thrcxigh ■» . ' 








at end. of .^topjjtf^ ^ • ^ , > 


6 






,at Bhd of segment ' - . 




";.69.7 




none ccmipleted > \ * 








Total ^ / > ' » 

- 2 2 • " 

./^ I ' : r 1 ' 




1p6.o 





tImo"Ir - I'^^^o"^ sawuvafu^ in the Teac/j.er Information Sheets, as shown in- 
tS ! °tL ^ believed -that 111 ;the questions asked were riecessary., as showH-ii 

h^u£^m2^t!!^^^'''lIK^^^^ least some questions were unnecessary/^i 

oecause tftey perceived .redundancy between auestionnairoc nr hooa..«. thow c:.r,^iw. 



m _ 
either 



hfiraiico ^^^/\.r.,Z^- li \^ T * ' •'^aai aume quBsiions were Unnecessary, €i 
hSS perceived .redundancy be^eeri questionnaires, or because they simply ' 
, believed ^the questionnaires to be too long. ; : . . - .. 

S?iLl^;„°^ ^^''^^ ^"V ^v'dencl that thfe teachers had uifed4he- 

Sf 'SvpH^'S^^^^ through.the questionnaires- and, even among this group, more tKan 
t§ che^'S rSrp"S7 ''"f Of course, it can be\*Srgued that X 

oarents pnH S thn ^o^. P^/P^ses -a.nd use it -in. ways not obvio^s^ to • ^ 

fhP^k HnoJlntc wl'~"'^°'".J'^ "'^"^9 certain , questions should , not .be gauged from^ 
SfUr&K- ^he_.respoftdepts but the pffort and c^re.bf .the respondents wHl^^^ 
SnS.?^^tn^..\^.S''-^"^^^^^ some, parents reported a XivXpe^Sincfory. ' 

■S Iv and '-^ ^^^''^^^^ the-questlons -ta be answered 

m,Sr J t 5 "^^^'y.'^^^y *° serious attention, to the,.reduction of the ^ 
^nS °J "ions .asj<ed, to a clarification of tfie -usefulness of the questions and * , 
. answers and to, a demonstrati6n .oT the ujei .td which .^e responses are-p.ot.:,: '•; 

• analysis .of the ty^e ahd substance of the actual comrriunications betw^n teat5her«t ' 
ISS^S^'^^'S?? weeks, ot ,the;i975 schpof yefrl^J^poS; ff^^^^^ 
Asnpy and Perry M975). This analysis h ghKghted the extent to which oartehts nrni^Hp 
information which vyas'both unioliclted and unused by thHLheR thSf Sln^SJoV 

,the amount ;pf Gorrespondence Between - parents and teachers wS tl frS subSSnS . 

niust npt onl^ be made to work, the.parents nrtust se^ them. wbrki'. - ^ ' ° . 



Table 26: 'Parents' Views of Value of Teacher Information' Sheets y 



■< ^Reaction to Completing * 
TeachBr fh formation Sheets 


1 

Number of 
Parents ' 


Percent 




Responses should help teadier 




■ 15 1 


45.4. 




RespbnsiBS may mislead teacher* * 






6 V * 

VI* 1 




Responding helps parent review 






' 3.0 


* 


Questiohs^reveal- emphases^ 


A 


♦ . 

2 , 


6.r 


* ■ • 


Uosure— ' ^lot clear what is Wanted 




4 


- 12.1 • 




1 1^ Unsure* ^difficult to remember detail' 
1 Unsure'^ time ccrns^ming task 

r ■• •. - '- .. '■ 








\ 




* 






\^ Un§ufe — questions seem irrelevant 






3.0" 




j ^ ^ ^ , 
1 None completed 






\ . 9.1 ' 

1 

t • • 


* • 


Total. 4 


33 » 


100.0 . 





Table 27: Parents;' Views of Necessity for Questions in Teacher Inforrrfa^oa^ Sheiis 
by Evidence of Teacher Use of Responses . 



Vajue of Questions in^ ^ , 
^ Teachef Information Sheets^ 


Evidence of Teacher Use of Information . 


None 
Completed 


No Evidence 
. of Use • 


Evidence 
> of Ose * 

— A — 


,all necessary 


0 . 






some unnecessary — .tcfoVrepetitive 




*:3* 


. " ■ 0- 


some unnecessary, r- unspecified 


' . 1 


6 


. 9 


some unnecessary — .too. -.extensive 

— : — • — • • ' 


^ 2 . 


' 1 




Total v:/^ ^ ' ' 


! ■ 

.3 


' 16,,. . 


15 

•i. 



.In* 9 correspondence ptograo) there are obyigusriimitations the methods ayailab^to^V 
teachers tiO^'pajia up ,jjieaninpfuf relationship with the chrfitfren, they are, unabfe to *^ 
^^obsej^^e Jhe chiiSren^ij^.p%^^ The teachers "can * 

r correspond with -children .through letter* and cassette tape^ biit must depend on the. ^ 
. pareots to^reac^ the fetterS ta'the chiltiren?: 'Tapes vy§ne-chg<;en as' thee maio' vehicle for' 
coormiinic^tion from^ teacheri tQ children and this js rfef lasted in the. data da, frequency 
and niode Qf /communicatTon Reported hy WcGaw^';AshbY and/Pjerry (1975). . - • f 

^ Inx9ddltidn to.ptersori^l tapes,, most teachers s^*t a* personal photograph to the. children - 
* for wKgrh they Were responsible: and. a hufnber also toryyarded nriateHals scfch as sea ? 
:shetrs and. nlilk bottle lops which were unavailable to some of the children; The * 
children, responded by returning taped messages,, providing a photograph of themselv^ * 
and -tomardTng art .Wqrk. such as; paintings and pastings,' . , . V - 

P^ents reported that 26 of the children had forwarded an work tq their teachers. The . 
response rate atid the ritfturle of the re^onses, as reported 6y the parents anei^shovvn in " 
Table 28: phly/mrie of the children received replies- from the teache^ withm three . ^ 
weeks and, probably more Importantly, only ffw qf them received jeplfes 'which . 
tPntai;»ed more than a routine comment of ^faise, TlTi:ee di , those vyhb^had-^meiyed 
-T»o reply, had been waiting for more* than six weeksl - ' .^^ ^ ..^ . 



Table 28^: 



Nature and , Rate of teachers' Re^onses tojChirdr^n^^ 



•\ Numtrter .of* week5 
since wo^k" forWard^i 



. TeaAer Ftespdrise • < ; , 



Na" Rep)y f * . 

*: \ 


' Routine PraTse ^ 


•Praise anS Extension 




. . ■.o--. . ... 




♦ 


♦ 

. . ■ ■ 4 • 




1 . ■ , 






p . •". 




. ■ . i " ■ - • 






-• . 0 • 


2 


r • ■ 0 


* * • ' * 


*• 

f 


v.. 0.',: ' 


*" .0. , . * 


- 5 • :; 


12.. ^ . . 





1 

2 

3 

6 ' 
7-8- 
9-12 



. '4 



, Total 



The resppnse rate over, the full pferiod .of the first 33. weeks, ishownJlo- McGaw, Ashby 
-and Perry (1975). continued Jhis -patterri of excessively delayed replies, it is noit'-clear • 
why the teachel-s were so .unresponsive but it clearly affected the children. Almost one" 
third of them, according, to their parents, were', unable to rerriemberi the work *to-'vvhich"- 
thg..teacher refei'red wjien the teacher's reply was receiyfed.'^'When 27 of the •childi'Sr* 
^ therpselves were intervievyed and asked about What they did for -their teacf\pr *twb •. 
declared that, .they did pre^school worj<, eleven referred to, activities, undertaken, tep ' 



i 



others expanded on this^jxplanation by, adding that they forwarded compre'ted materials 
.* to lh$,correspojidence, tocher, an4 fou.c provided no relevant response. When asked, 

" specifically .about what^appened when , they did things for the teacher, six. reported that 
_^_tbj5y<,-yyetej.0.raise^ teacher;. twQ.,said .the jeacher sejt mor^^^^ , 

. /bne tliat his^ mother/; cm of Jthe work he' .had done; aod five rather desj}ondently . 

\ reported '.that the, tte^^her had hot v/iri,tten-or said anything ahout it. The rernaining. . ^ , 
/ thfrteen chlfdreh piirvlded no.relevarrb riesponse. ' . . - ^ - , . ' 

^ - V'^ > ' v# - ' ' . ' " >» ' ' '-■ 

V Despite Ithe eVide^e qf defayerf* aOd, In somej^cases; absent replies fronr> teachfers to / _ 
children^ parents%l 28 *of the 34 reported that their^chi|dren attrifauted-the pre-schdbl^ 
program to Aezteach.er. 0 cburse, even in the absence of - personal cpnihr|anrcat|ons 4116 
.children did r^eive ^ hew -segment of the program regularly and. probably -attributed r 
^X6 their teacTOjrsr even though the teachers' aetuaK fpje wa/^to' suppjement this cpmmoa ■ 
. \'and routine:^^rovision.r *Tvyo: parents claimed tfet -their ^Jhilcj^ have been, unaware 

^ of a progr^ as s&ch and two other ^parents ih^ght their, chtldreri 'bbljeveHtf^/dtern ^I 
respl^ibF^^ For the pliier, two chiltfren/the parents of pne, reported: ft at Jte .bblieved , 
thejna|l^n. was resjDonsib^^^ gov.^rness. '{Gpyetnessfs, 

are emff^VjBsJ pn some journey' properties* t^^ the correspondence work of^^ 

prima0f^S(^pol children^ ^ AJthqugh ^staff in" -fiie Pre^^cl^^ Cor^e^ondence Pfogram * / 
,prB/^j^M tbe-parnente tiiemselygs. ^o ^ke responsibility for ti^e chjldteo^'s? prqgrams,*there 
vvas^viousl\f one child, i/vhose pfc^gram^ was the r^^onsibility of a gove'rneiiss.) " 
'}^''/^^'^ ' . ^. ' ,'"' :z '^1'' . - .'-'.V 

• T|^|28. ehildr«n^ wha regjaVded' tbe .pre-schpdi. cprrespondence teacher. as responsible. for 
Imi orogram were 'reported by ftdir p^rents.tp have Tnade reference to Xhe teacher ih a. 
TOfTO of* situations. . Efeyen of ^them talked .about -the teacher: whilfe .receivir^* and • j 
^,^using the maifgrials while six others dFd so more specilically in relatitfn lp their teaijher'sr , , 
^x.'photograph- . For six pthejs/th.e opporturiity to rrfed to their* teacher in the cprhpahy of 
'//.fadults or older children provided a.%ense of iniportance.., Qf the remaining five children^. 

'^b mad^ reference to ,theif jeachei^ orf Important occasions, fwo^atany time and pnl . 
^ \^eD , being chastised by^parents..;^ . - ? v ' ; ^ - - "V^ .-J ^^ 

Although p^r^ents reported *that 28*'6f the children made reference^ to their^ teachers^ yvhen - 
the- bhild^n thepnselves were interviewed, in their bi«n home^' only 19, of them^ could fliye 
their teacher's nartie, - A. child was asked ^i^ question .only'*after the interviewer had^' 
jbeen w|th>th^. family fong einough tp have .^tq|)li^ed some rapport, with hjm. In.-seven/**. 
' case^ the .child was either still torf ^y to -answer jOT unable to understand the question, * 
The re^ponsesL of /ttie:27 -who answered are;summafi2«l in .TaBleC29;whiph ishpw^^^ v 
apart frorri ^e 19'^w|jq cgrrectlvv parned tiieir, teachers, two name4 [bgairschppl te^ach^rls 
' , and, six were unable to. recall their teacher's nafne or 'were ' un^warei t)f^ha^^ pne.$ vA ..! 
^ .Some parenfe .cpniinrierrfed .that ^ey ^id not emphasize ^^lerfect thai th*ire was a - teacher , 
and, jn fact,^ several could "not themse^^^ - • 

Brisbane* was known to^be th;e'home*of the teacher by prily 13-.6f tije chifdren/btit 
^ even these children often did not understand how far away this was. and sptne Wondered 
why their teacher did not xonie to visit them. Nine of tiie children - thought .the.l 
. teacher, lived tn thei 'local toAwn with, the -teaphers of their older, siblings^ Jriendsr .Two 
- were actually confused , by the-.presenGe;of the visitor^and could not be coi^vinced Jbar 
. .she wks-not attUally the teacher. * * . Ji • 

The- 'evidence thal^sprne^ children hdd difficulty ih recognising ^the existence* of a 
x:orresppndence teaaher and,' that others had difficulty in understanding much abdut. what 
the. teacher did or where she Tived. serves to. highlight the problems for correspondence 
teachers trying to- establish a, relationship with the: child. / ^ . • , - :\ . ' 
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: Table 29: Person^ Named hY'^i^h^Utdt) as Teacher 



^Answer ^ . ^ ' X - 

- - ■ " 


• Numb^er 


Percent 


Correct nam^ of pre-school teacher.. 
Mame of a local teacher * / 

" ' - • •-^^^^44.;^' 
^ante nol known ^^''^ .x^^f^ 

2 — — — ^ ^ * * ^ - 


v ■ t9A 
2 


70.4 ,- • 

• ■.■ ' 7.4. 

- 2 2. 2 

. - V 


' . - : ^ 7 ^ 


27 . 


1 -'100.0 



fhe Child in the Pj-ogfam - ■ ' ' ' -Jt ^ > ... 

^he children/ as coijsynners of the Pre^School . CorKespon^i^e'prtigfam, provide the best' 
soutcj oi rnformauqn about the .popaiarify. of i-feg- pTo^ralu . Accordingly parents were - 
.?sl«d to assess the children-^/eactibns to fi&ch. aspect.^ot'^Mir prMram;£and to rank the- 
live -mam aspects of the program from -the most likwi^fd^ least liked! '^Vresults.^are • • 
shown: in T:able 30. The pre-recbrded tapes ,Werfr regarded by half, the diifdren as the 
most popular aspect of. the pfogram while 4'further third felt the generar activities were 
. ^he most enjoyable ^Thestpry booklets and .actlvttie? related to drscussion topfeVwere 
rated 'the thi.rd and fou/th most pop.ufar aspects respSctiyeiy while '"the least popujap^ aspect 
^jt the program was. judged l^y 53 per >rit of the children to-be<:the suggeste"d "disfcL • 
'topics. , - -.'♦'-V . * - - -, . • s r 



cussion 



Table 30:, Poputarlty of Aspects of Program with * Chitaren 



Aspect of ' ^ * - , 
. Program; ! * - . . 


Number -of Childiten Assigning Rank*. 


- tTotal'j^ 


!:-.:::.- -: - - — ^ 


1st 


\ 2nd 


', ,3 rd 

1- ■ ' 
i 


! °4th 

! 


5tl> 


' ' ' * 


t Story Booklets 


•4 


i • ;7 " 


' ' ' 

1 , '8 


1 • B 


. 7 


•31 


.'Suggested.* Discussion Topics* 


0 . 


0 


i " 


Li, 


16 


31- 


*Acti\>itie,s related, to r "Discussions 


1 • 


- "5' 


: 


I "13 


4 


29 ' . 


' , ^ - . ' "'•^ 
General Activities ' 


■ to 


11 


6 


1 




29 


* * * 
Pre-recorded' Tapes 


15 ■ 


8 


., 5 . 


, .3 


• 2 • 


. 33 


Yotaf ' ^ / ■ , 


30 


31' 


" ^9 . 


. 33 

V 


30 





^accpunts for the unequaf totals 



33 



The' popularity of the pre recorded tapes was confirmed by the way^chiidren reacted to' 
mkn.^ Of the 34 children, 74 per cent did more than just listen to the tapes. These. 
i25| children joined in the movements suggested and replied to the questions on tape, as 
shiwn in Table 31, and ^22 ;of them also sang the sbngs and said the rhymes they were 
familiar wit>i. f - * . . 



Table 31 > Children's Reactions to Pre-recorded 



Tapes 






Reaction 


Ves 


■ No.-- 


'• • 

Passive listening 




.25 . 


, Singing 


22 


'•2 


Moving . ' ' * 


, .25- 


9 ' 


Saying Rhymes ' • " 


22 


•12 . 


• Answering Questions 


' 25 


9 



i' 



Although most children accepted th^ admmistrative requirement that the tap^ be 
;r&turned, eight children did want to keep Jhdm, Parents,, in fact, menj^oned" several _ 
Instances of children r^uesting a favourite song or' story on a tape -vvmch had already/ 
&een returned. /Some parents had .obviously overcome this problem fay tapjng a copy' 
•before returning the original- , ' . . 

- " ' * ' . * ' . / ' * . ' ' 

The. method of use suggested: fon the pre-recorded' tapes was for children to listen to ^ 
MO or 15 minute sections of the tape at each, listening session. From, the parent 
interviews, however, it was clear that 13 chiWren listened to the whole tape at each ' _ ^ 
session while a further 11 played at least a whole side at a time. There vyere three 
children who did not like the, tapes and who jA/ould not listen for more than* five minutel 
The majority of children, however, piayed each tape more .than five times, much to the 
despair of some of the pareftts. Althougli' there was a tendency fpr the/later tapes to be 
^. played less often by children, the third tape had still, been played more thao /ive times \ ^ 
* by .half the chitdren^at the time 'of the interview^ '* - . . ^ \ 

In parents' eyes, the second most popular aspect of the program for the children was 
the general -activities.^ Several of these general activities, suggested jn the program, such as 
outdoor play, make believe, drawing, waterplay,. sandplay and play with blocks were 
undertaken every one or two days by more than' 50 per cent of the children. The. - 
frequency of involvement with .each of^the general activities is . shown in Table 32. , 

These roost popular activities were- those of a. general nature, probably well kno\^n to 
children . regardless of their ir\volvement in the Pre-School Correspondence Program. Those 
activities played least frequently, such ts puppet play, finger pointing, dough play and 
threading, however,- were more specijflcstly associated whh activities suggested' by. the 
..program.' A' further consideration with these activities is^that they all required the parent ^ 
to' be actively /involved in the preparation of relevant materials. Children were only 
likely tc^ have! engaged in these activities as frequently' as their parents participate^ by 
preparing* the matisfials. • ^ * . * ' . • , 

The third most popular aspect of the program, according to the parents' reports of the 
children's judgements, were the Story Booklets. ' Children s familiarity, with, the content' of 
these booklpjs and their ease in uaderstanding thp?e with new rriaterial arfe sjjovyn in \s 

. : • ' 27. • ' ' ^ . 



Table 33.^ The degree'of .idifficu I ty. of* the. material for the children was. found to be 
unrela^ to the children's*iage within- the age.range^ in tJje safhplei- . . 

. Table 32:' FrtquencY^ / : 



* 'Activity 

■»«• 




^••t f^requency \ , . 


Daily 


'Twice/Wk 


WeekfSc 


Uss Jhari Wj<:ly\ 


Never 


Painting 


^ ^5 


* 13 '. 


• 1 1 ' 


3 : ' 




Finger* painting* 




i 1^- ^ 


. 2' 


.. .. '22 -;/ .;■ 


i \ ' 


Play with Dough' \ 


4 


! . % 


'•• 5 


" 14;.* , ~ . 


8- - 


Water play ' ^ 


^ 16 








2» 


'Sand play > 


16 


V 




■ ;.2" : 


Play wFth blocks 


/ 9. 


. •, - 9 . 


7 


" 6 ' ^ r 


. --3 ' • • 


jCoira^e"*/ 


- 1^ 


-.3 • 


'.-12 


: ■ 14'. ^' 


'.V .4 ■ 


Drawing 


V4 


• '10 . 


3 






♦'Pasting, 


7 




' . 12 ^ 




. .1 ' 


Carpentry * • 


1 


■•■\idc . 




'9* 


- 1.3-. 


. Threading, - \ 


•2 


• ■ '3 ■ 




• 14- - 


• 8 " : 


Puppets . ^. . 


' 0 


•- 4 .. ;■• 




'16 


,.J2 ... 


Make helieye 


21 


4 • 


3 , 


.- .3 ' 


■ 3 '- *. 


Outdoor play, " ' 


33 


0 ^ 

* 


d 




1 ■. 



Table 33: Ditficul^ of Content, Of Story ..Booklets - > 1 



2a 



1 % .. . . \: ■ 

Story Booklet 




Difficulty 'of Content 




BbAklet 












;No"t . > 




.Already 
•Known 


Easy, 


Part E.asy/ 
Part .Difficult 


•/Difficult . 

1 " * 


^.rUsed' . ' 


Me - . ^ >. 


''21' 


. Tl 


. , 1 


• p- 


' " -.t- '. 


Names. 


13 


17 


3 ■ - 


• 


1 


• See How 1 Move i 


•7 • 


.. 22 


3 •. 




• 1 


Hp\N \ Am. 


7 


18 


' a 


.' 0 • 




My Family ^ 


7 


• 14- 




' 3 


; 2 ■ 


• The House Where 'J Live 


' '8 


18 




2.' 


■2 


My Day, ; 


8^ 


19 


• 

4 


1 . 




.AH Around Ybuj. 


5 


•• "21 


■■" -B." ; - ; 


. 0 .. 


• • 3- • . 


1 tike People^ 


4 


•21 . 


' .• 5 . 


. ,0 ' 




Where You Liye " 




18 


• 5 


•• .1 ,L 


\ '5 '. 



There fwere som6 clear differences apnong the booklets. Tfie content. ;of ,the first ' 
bookfet-A^e, was known by 61 per ceat of the chijdreh pritor to its presentation vand \ 
tH^ for the second; 1fVame5, by' 38 per cent of . them. Npne of the pother liooW^^ was , 
Judged. to h^ye h^n redunda^nt in jHJs, way fpj^more tf^an Bijgifft^ 
^, accords with the parents' views of jthV§fo/j>. Bookfets, shown in Table'^l ' Mpst ; ^ 
"^parents were happy with* the booklets as' they were, and the fapt tnat^ the Qrst 'tyvo 
, ^covered, little that -^yas new fcy^ #ie children, was probably af strength ^ibtta weakness. 

bvfer *6JD per cent of. the children were able to undjBPStahd readily the cori^nt tof aij! the^, 
/booklets. C Those' which were, rfepprt^. to cause tbejrjost difficulty were My Farpily and 
\ The ^ House Where / Lm. Parents* i^eports of difficulty with the^ concept o'f an extended 

family -have already been referred to and this r^^^pHed di/ficulty* for 1-1 cbftdrjen wftH ; 

the.jelated story suggests- a need "for re^examination -of,^he„ t^ , - 

* Apart' from* the first two booklets,' irt which %.xpnsideraWe^numb^ cHild/;pn\fquod no 
'new material, ^the degree of 'novelty and ievel .of difficu(j^ did.'jiQt change systertjaJiQaU^^^ 
through :the succession' of subsequent booklets, the le\7el of childVenfs'.interesat,, however, . 
did drop systematically as shown in Tabt? 34*^, 'interest Jn the\twqklets jseemed 
later Xn^ the .series fWith the 'fast three .booklets ptioi: to>lthe- inten^ieyO's .being of Jeasjt ^ 
interest to tfie ch'ilciren., SeveraL.p^arents^qomnlented on the 'format .end, style .^^^ 
booklets^ Nq- colour was .used except "f3r thejxovers but 5Qme parents feit^that fh^^ juse^ 
of mujtfcolbur drawings -would have m^de the bopkfets' more, appealing. tc? t^^^ 
ghildren. ^ %' ^ ; ^ •'^ ^ * v . ^ 



' , Table 351: LeveV^of Children's Interest- in Story -^^^^ 



•Story Booklet 



Level' of ^Children's Interest 



Extremely 



BooWet 
I 'Not ' 



vReasonaBly; : h . Not . ; . |,. . , 
i' '/I ' Int'erestina' ' -Interestina' i"' - ' ' 



Me • * • ' ' 


• ■' 12 ! 






0 ^ *f 


ivfetries;. * ^ '/^ 










\ See Plow^ 1 Move 


. -TO • ■ ■' . 

*• 




: 4 ..' 




Ndw I Am 




*'23."' 






WI9' Family " * 




■ " i?; 




2- 


the> Hous^ Where ^ Live 


. *• 11 


■ :*■ 17 . 




■ ', ji. 


My Day * 


'■Ml--'- 


■ 17 H 






All Around You^. 


■ -4 ■ ^ 


■-■ ;\ ,20- 






. t Like People 


' .. . -5 


"3,6- . 


•^•'•■-10.. 




Whre* You Live., - iv.. 


' .6 - • 
















1 



The ;twoL aspects of .the program judged to be least popular with the children were, the . 
suggesjted disclission^ topics larrd activities specifically related to Jhehi. These,, of cpurse, 
-,were the components most demanding on parents sijioe' there"" Was no materials available 
.Jvyhiph uniquely and cpmpletely. d.ealt jwjth issues. Jhe .children. enioYeii, rnost.:\A^hat.... 
the parerTts could, in^'fact, organize most readily. This'dofes not (Dean, of course> that ' 
the discussibn?' were either. actively disliked or .ineffective. It mfeans only that'^^in. . 
comparative terms^ other aspects of the program were more^pppular with the children. , 
The strategies paV^nts used in. the actual program pre^sgntadon and> in particular, in tfie 
cohduet of discussions will be the subject a subsequent evalu3^ion report in this 
series/ PaVente; J&d|ements about the ptogram.^ contei?t, particularly ,ttiat coritajned in the*' 
Resource ^^^otc anii the Program' Books], were collected during the inten/iews only.to^ the 
.extent 5hdWfi in Tables 21 anciv227 . » * \ - 

lp regard to other resources, available* to the .families, the general reaeti^n to_the' ^ . 

jibrary ^ooks provided was favpurable. The parents'^'repofts of their cliMdren's fei^ctioniH [ 

shown in. Tiable .35, suggest ^that' most books received were of interest to* the children. 

Twenty.-:eigh,t of the children, found most bf the,- books they received^interesting andvthe 
*five others who Jiad received boo^s^enjoyed at, least some of* them, - Tfiere were sfx . ' , 

parents who made ^me.^criticism^ of the jelection'^^of ^^ooks. Five of thp pabms felt only 
-^a fevy books were.intev^ihg for ethjeir child; 0ne,^b'opk which, caus^ spitie- w^ * ' 
, presented snakes- as friendly animals capable of talking. apd, playing! 'Parents who lived in,^ 

areas where there vSefe dangerous snakes vyere/Qpset by this' book since they preferred; to/ 

emphasize ther diangers of ^snak^^,w phildren.^ . , ^ r/ > ;i; . / " ; 

r ' / T^He 355 Ldvel of CHilbrefV^^ , 



1 — • >^ ■ — t^'^- — ' ' . — ^ 

. * ' , , ^ ^ * * , * ^ • 

GhildrehV Reactfon? * : - ' ' • 


.Number . 

* ♦ •« - ' 


'Percent^ 


^=^inds .Mo^ Books. interesting , ' 


28- ; :.; 


*82:4.^ 


• : Finds Some Books Interestirtg * « 






Has not had any Books, 

» • . . * *. 




. - 2.9 '.. 



/the .-pofSiltafity of ^e'iibr^ facility was emphasized" by the ^abt that. 11 ofnha^28 ^ 
:H^arepts who', praised the libi^ry 'actually Teqbestfed that more bp^oks be sent for their 

•fchiJdren, Jn Ihe^ixase pt one child, the parent judged tthat th^ library .service was^the 
'^njy pattx^f the i:)rq3ram ; necessary^ and she sough^ to ;^use it ali)ne. la'this- c4se,^<the 

Tre:School. Correspondence .-Staff withheld the books betause of the non-participation jn 
, other areas ^of the prograni. . • • - ' * . / ' . * \ 

■The major resource provided for parents and children apart from, the program suggestions 
ahd tnaterials^ :was. the i?gru/pmenr Kit. One family did not receive*' the equipment kitx 

JrAi?!? an admjnistrative error but the pattern of use^of the items m the; kijt 'by* the 
Qtnef 33;;"child[ren3r«fiowri in Tiable 36. Children made good use of .most»materiaTs - v • 

;irtct|Wed in this kit:<,.,5bjne of the items, suchv.as pap.er, scissors, fiaste and crayons wei^^ 

^used-*y^yer 80; per cent af the .children at any lime they desired It Vvas more^ . . 

^:^P?,'^.9^.^drM•terns such as ^thb magnets, maghifying glass acid cfey to be used only vyith 

^^-S!^^"^- .Jft 'fact, *ihe clay., was not used very often ^bfecause^of parents' lack of 
knov^|edge^abb^t,its pneparatjon and -use* ^Fourteen IflrTuties.'had pever used the. clay 'ahd 

;^§pi[nmerjjed • 



/f Table 36: Frequeficy of Children's Use of Items In »Equipmerit,Kit. 



V 







Q 








•Item 




Usage ' ' 








^ ^ 

With Program^ i 


with Program 


Never 






& Other 










\Activities. 


-* , ■ < 


^ 




* ' PaolBr 






: '.•■o-l 




' Coloured Cardboard 


.1'5 ■ / > 








' Scissor^ X ' • . 


■ ' 28'- ' ■ ' 






> 


Paste, ><;^, 


28 : 


.-5 


' - ' ^o, . . 






, *7 . - . 


.12 ' 






rdint 






• ' ■ 






V 28 ' / ; 














**■ ; . T « 




Vivtagrrifying P!fss. \ ; 




■• ■ ' -'i^' '■ 






Glue \ 0. , .t>^^ 






.3' 




Paint^BTrushe^ 




^ 8 


1 ' . 








•8 '\. 















'•the' need f drf guff icie'rtt instructions to ac'comp^any-the equipment kit is- h#lighted-1)l; 
.the,^f?ct that M^pafent% had difficulty with clay, paint, dough or the sajt ceramic in, 
'the* equipment k\t\^\\ these ^materiatrreqgi red preparation by parents and the pa(ents " 
specifically indicated the need' for better instnjctions oh, their use; ^ ^ 

Some Activities, suggested in the progfatifr. required for their presentation materials not,%» 
provided -in^ tKe Wt Items; such- a?' table tennis balls and egg cartons,. whi'ch might be. 
. readily avaitabfe in city homes/could' rrpt jalways be foujnd in, some of the isolated 
; homes: despite tKisClack ot:sbrhe,relatively trivial Jtems, the overall opinion of the^kil ^ 
'was very favourable. Sqmq parents. actually, remarked .^on their surprise at its grrivaj. 



CHILDREN'S SOCIAL EXPERIENCES. 



All of tiie children enrolled in' the Pre-School Correspondence Program were sufficiently . ^; 
Isolated geographicaHy for^thenr] to receive their 'prirhary educatidn, either by correspondence 
dr at-a one-teaeh'er school. ' Oespite this geographical isolation few of them appeared 
to lack regular social contact with other children. /Geographical isolation obviously 
cannot be equati^ with ^social igqlation. Ten of the children in the sample actifelly - 
attended pfe-school centres and 'thus xeceived regular group pre-schpol experiences as vvell 
.^' the Pre-$chqol Correspondence Program, All of these children liVed in areasHn-which 
. it Was not feasible, at that staged to 'have established State pre-schobl'tacilitjes and, 
. although ther€<rftay haye, been other groups with vyhiq^'they could affiliat^, access to 
State pre-schooipCQvisiohs^Was assured through the correspondence program. ■ ■ 



The parents* of the ten chiWren who were attending pre-sc^iod groups were -asked to 
commertV br> thp reilationship betw^n the. Pre-School CorifespW^dence Progransji acid the. , . * 
activities of the ore-schoor centre.* Four familif«j helipv^d thp^ii^a hnsh iramc- \Aiaro Moru - . ^ 



activities ot the pre-school' centre.* Four families believed the^^cy^rbgrams: were very , 
'different with' more beiftg offered 'for children Ih the Pfi^SchobV Com:eip Program. 
The. same Viumber agreed 'that the j^rograrhS: differed but felt the pr^^^toibi; centre, dffered \. 
more through greater opportupitfe^fpj pjay wjtfi other children 'and wusd: of a/greater ^ 
range of etjuipment and materials. Parents, cff' the^other two children reported, a great de9l 
of similarity^ bej^v^en the twd, programs, wi|h;4ven lhe:^mfe stoHes being told, \ '/ 

pQur df 'the. othei- children, jn the sampid regular })tay group sessions .in addition, to, 

•^their myoiverjent ipVthe cprrespondenc^rogram.. To provide for .d)is piTay group " ' ; . * 

e^periepce their -parenls brganized regupr me^etin^s with' otiier families, /the* ffequjency 
^,^lth;wWch' all; children the sartiple, met; with other childreh their own age* i§ showa.^n 

Wm^'3J. IVIore than ^1. per cent of t^em did so at least weekly. Right af. the§evchildren 

aqtually saw others their own.age daiis/, ..f^^ive Of the phildren werje unable to ftigjk others 
^ their wvru-age at lefet mqhthly, but cfefiy Wo pf these; did not -se< other children :pf any 
-age atleast pnce;per rDpnth, Th> ^e child whose-parentsf rcfported that »he;!neyei^ saw:/ ' 

other children pf the same/a^e , did see - ^ „ 

Table 37: Rreauencv of Chitdren's^ Contact with bfhiiK* hf ftoh - Arm ^: f 



Frequency ,^ ^ \ * 


C ^Number i 


. "v Perceilt ^ 


— — — '-^ — ' — - 








■ •■8''' 




TvwceXWeek; .*/ • • 








\ •'"■'loV;-"' 




Fortnightly ■ '^'V- ''. ' ' 




.. -ri-i.^,;. 


Mohthfy • • . 






Less -Than Once Month' : ^ 






Never . * 

: ' / . 






Total> ' ' ' * .\ 


: -:,-34 ... 

- * ' f • ' * 
1. * . - 


100.0 



.Most pf the afeas visited fof Jhelntervjevys with the*|^ilies could be called 'isolated* by ' 
urban^dwellers btit^he residents made special efforts to meet regularly with other* adults 
and children. Some .travelled 4.0 km each week to collect mail from neighbours. Others ^ 
.^ave led^O km:wrv/two weeks or so tor film everiings or picnics where family members 
of all a^vqould meef with others. •» . , , ' • . . X ' 



SOCiAL.CONTACTS OF PARENTS • • 

Th^ social' contacts organized bV aduits in the isolated areas in which 'the. children - in the 
program lived provided the (?asis for the cfTilttren's interactions: For. some children this 
involved the forma organization of plai^^ groups, for others- simply particfpation in' a-general 
mixing of the families. One of the jjrojected developments df .the Pre-School Xorrespondencd 
P-rogram, which was initiated, on a limited basis in "igyB/^s.the establishrnent oMocaU 
'■••!' •. . • . ■■' ' ■ ■ •. ■• 

• • , ■ \' .32.. •■ , •> • ■■ 
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meetings t)f parents and children jnVdh/ed in the program .ynder the title of -SPAN groups. 
During the interviews parents were ^s^<|^ about such meetings to determine the benefits 
they might exppct from^them ahasjtne^^ses on which they, might becoijie involved. 

Among the 34 families, 22 saw! benefHs for the qhildren in the play and social Interacti'on 
with the other children and 2t ^aw. benefits for the parents, 15 through the opportunity 
to share ideas specificalFy about .t^e coVrespondence program, 2 through the opportunity to 
sh[are more general ideas about cjhil^j^n'ik development and 4 through opportunities to 
discuss specific children's behaviour Wblems. The 12 families who did not express a view 
refrained because of their declaredMhats^^to attend any such meetings. 

Froiji these, figures it would appear that alrnost tw^thirds of the families would be 
interested in meeting with other families enrolled in jhe Pre-School Correspondence Program. 
However, v\rfien they were asked explicitly vvhether tfW would join such a group, 23 of 
them offered reasons for not wanting to. Th^ir rieaspns^are summarized in Table 38. Of 
^e 23 families who could not attend, 44 per' cent were already meeting in groups. Others 
wer^unable to attend because of prior commitments, practical limitations or their 
disapi)rpyal of organized Veetjngs. . ^ \ ^ 



Table 38:'. • Parents' Reasons for Not Joining with a>Projected^Group of Families 
• , ■ ^ 'in Program • 




. * . -Reasons . v . 


Number 


Percent 


■ ■ ,, . \ 
Ncyt isojated \^ ' , ' • . » 


1 




'Alfeady meet sbdially ' , « 


4 


, 17.4 


K^ll^y ■bi:^anised; discussion and piaV grpup 
To^O\}nany othV commitments " \^ ^.^ \ 
■TooN^<^ed<. \ \ \ 
• No transp^i^ \, \ • " ' 


6 


26.1 


3 

7 


13.0 
30.4 


2 


\8.7 


Total \^ ' ■ ■ ■ • 


23 

1 — i 


100.0 , 



The eleven families who indicated a willingness to a*ttend meetings of parents were asked 
how far .they,,wbuld be willirtg to travel for such meetings. Two families declared .a 
willingness to travel 101-200 km, four families 41-100 km, twp families 21-40^ km and ^ 
the other three les? thaft 21 km; The distances they prpposed, however, would have <)een 
related to their reasonable expectations of where meetings would be held. So the clear 
message was that those parents willing to be involved were prepared to^travel considerable 
distances. . - / * ^ i . 

Only two of these 11 families wanted tf\e meetings held morejrequently them once a 
month, so there was no demand for a high level of activity of this type. Although 23 
families declared that they could see benefits from meetings such as the* propos^ SPAN 
groups, both for their children and 'themselves, only 11 families would actually Be willing 
to join such a group and then only once a month or Ipss^ . ^ '4 . 



Jr* the projected developments of the SPAN groups it is ^hvisageid .that for each prosfiecjive 
group oareht leadtf^hip will be developed, plearly one/bif the tasks for any parent leader - 
/.Would Be to convince the parents jthat there were benefits liMv to accrue from Invdjvement 
^tfi|eyor>d-t^se to t?e gained from less formal social functions. The parents" responses" in the 

interviews diawiof sp much reveal a lack of faith in ^he value of meetings pf parents and 
1 ?n'»Qre^"but a^ief that they had the benefits ajready except, of course, f<Sr those who '• 
I judged thertjgelVes) too ..remote to benefit fr.om any arrangement ' . 



BARENTS' GBMEp/M, ASSE^MENT OF PROGRAM • - * / ^ 

Pegree of JricfiWdualization • . ' - ~ ' 

^-■■-/ / 

During ttie ir|terview parents were asked whether they believed the correspondence teachers 
could effectivelycievelop an individual pcogram for their children.. Of the 18 who were 
asked this* question,. 14 believed the teachers could but the remaining four felt that the 
responsibility fonndividualized modifications to the program lay With the parents. However 
only four parents believed that they had seen any evidence of teachers individualizina^hir 
program. At the time of jfttejview, between seven and eight months.after the program ■ 
began, .eight parents clairpfed tolwve received no reply from teachers and so/w^unable to 
judge whether- individualization wass^curring. " v i 



Development. |n Children . 

From the parents' p^oint of view the distiiW>n between the program materials,' produced, 
by the development team, and the unique variations and -extensidns proved by the 
members of thfe teaching team wpulfi have bfeensw^ewhat^ artificial. AltSough the 
distinction was»not drawn as such in the inteView.'^Tt was 'implicit in some of .the 
questioning such as .that about individualization. Whefeihe' parents were ^ke'd' in general 
to assess the influence of the program on their childi-enl^development, however no such ' 
distinction;was sought". The parents were asked whetherHhe program, as a- whole,, had . 
affected the children's capacities to listen, to express themselves and to concentrate Their ' 
judgements ai-e summarized in Table 39. • . ^ • . 

Table 39: Source of Children's Developments Qbse'rved by Parents . 



Source of Improvement 


Listening 




Expressidi) 


^Q^cehtration 


No effect evident 


14 


21 : 


. 20... , 


Improi/emertt due to maturation 




r ■ 


■ 2 . 


Improvement due to- progranr) 


is . 


12 


. . 12 


Total . ' 


; ; 34 ; 

€ 


14 ... 


' ''34 ^ 



, The parents of 18 .children- t?e|ieyed that tfifeir chHdren's listening skills had improved as a 
consequence of the program. Seveh of the parents. cited incfeased attentiveneM". during the 
.program as evidence, four increased attentiveriess i.n othe:p situations, such aswatchina TV 
• and • one greater reflectiveness of the child ^aftgi;- lif t^rrf^g t6 spmethirig. ■ , • ; ' '\ 



Twelve Wente beHe\^edJmpr.ovemente in iheir children's .self exgre^s^ion could be'attributed 
t(>^e?rog?am. Five of these took, as evidence.of the improvement, increased vocabulary 
-and^ve art increased capacity to provide detailed descriptions. One parent referred to a 
,^eral in^provement in-filf confidence as? evidence and another to an improvement m tne 
"^cjrildfs- non-vefbal- communication as a result of improved Verbal communication.^ 

■ twelve parents also believed improvements in their children's capacity to concentrate 
could be attributed td^ the program. Two took, as evidence increasoi -reflectiveness 

. before commencing A activity, three increased effort in program activities, two greater 

■ ease in completing .^rd^^^ activities and five increased time devoted to non-physical, 
activities.'^ •- . ' > 

General com'ments on'the effects of the program were offered byi^6 families 10 of 
them referring to a .reduction in- the children's level of boredom Ijecause of the • 
availability of the program activities. The others referred to particular developments in 
thei| children. such as' impjroved ^manipulative skilly, improved general knowledge and 
' increased feeling, of self importance.' ^- ' . ' " ; ' 

■ Effect on Parent-Child Relationsfii|3 . • . - ' . ; * . 

• -' •• . • ■ "- " " ' ' ' ' --^^ I • --k - " 

The parent's' judgements of the effects of the„ program on the relationship ..between 
mother and child are sumrharized in Table 40. A major effect of, the program, for . 
26 parents and their children was that they spent more tfme together and. m only jine 
case where the work' to be done became a source of friction between mo^er and child, 
was the effect negative. Nine parents commented expUcitly; bri the gains mvolved m tne 
more intensive interactions with their children. In the cas« .of one child where the 
responsibility for the program was taken, by a goyerofe^, the mother jcttially spent less 
• time with the child than she otherwise would have, which is/jjne-'of ..^le-reaSo^the 
. correspondence staff encouraged parents to talce the resp^nsibilityithemseh^ 

remaining seven parents believed, that their' relationships vvlth thei^ chirdren wej-e not 
altered by their involvement \yith tiie program. - ■ ^ - 



Table 40: ' Effect of Progr?im on Parient-Child RiBfatipnship 




\^ ^ ' Effect' . : ' ^, ' " 


Number 


Percent. '. ■ 


None ' • . 
Ltes time together - child vvith governess^ ' • 
More time together — no further comment 
More timQ together with Rositive result / 
More time togetheV^^w^h he^^ / ; 


\ ' 7 • - 
1 ' ' , .. 

•16 

'r'.*-'' 'S 
. A .-■ . ^ 


: . ; 20.6 - ; ; 

''2,9 
. '47^1 ■ ■ ■ 
26'.&,.:- ■ 
. , ;.,2;9.-., : • 


.TotaK^. - ^ ' / 




iop:o^^ , 



0 
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. Overall .Reaction of Parents to' Program 
\x\ their general estimation^ oif the program, 84 per ^ertlTQM 

-positive opinion. For 40 *per cent of the parents this-a^proval was unqi^tfHed, for' ^ 
16 per cent It was approval for a* good first attetipt, for 21 perxent It was 
an approvatf of the program as a preparation for primary school, and tpr^j^ 
7 per cent it was, an approval specifically in response* .to a valued feature Af-the^program 
such asr the library resources.- , / ^ 

Amofig the 16 per cent whose overall reaction to the program was negative were those 
whose dissatisfactipn lay m the infrequent arrival of program materials (6 per cent) and 
those^ who had failed to receive from teachers replieS tp correspondence from themselves 
or /the children (10 per cent). . • ^ 




SUMMARY 



I 



The Pre-School Correspondence Program^ fs Jhe product of many people.. .The , 
organizational, arrangement of the variou's groups responsible is discussed, m Ashby, iWcGaw 
and Perry (1975). Essentialjy, the teaching ^staff was 'divided into deyeiopmental, ^6dia, , 
library and resource and illustrating teams, for the purpose of developing materials aiid^ 
selecting resources, but all staff took responsibility for about 32^ children enrolled" fir-the 
program. • , ^ - - \ v . j:>-^. , - 

Each teacher, tKere^fore, had a dual rdle, with a teaching "component and i d^elopment - 
component. .In her developmental role ithe teacher may hav!^ been involved 'In the; - 
production of some of thfe raspurces discusse^d in. this repqrt, or' the selectidn of 
suppiementary^brary resources. In her teaching role, the teacher's responsibjlity ^as to , 
supplements^ the program * according, ip the development and/ needs,, of tine 
-1»ftfcular child. Thfe only source of ihforn|af^on ayarlable the^teacTiers xjn which to 
base these unique variations to the program v/as, of course; provided by the parents and 
to some extent the children themselves in work they sent in;/ '"^ 

' ' ' / - . • ' \ * / V ' ^ ' - ' ■ ' ' ^ ' ' 
The strongest eyidenc^e of parept di^atisfacjion obtained: Jn the. interviews came in ^...^l^ 
relation to the teachings role of the correspondence staff., lyi'any parents were-un'happy, 
on the one hand, with the* in frequency of , communication from the teachers and,...on- the 
other, with the amount of •information the .teachers^ reqqired frbm them. Ther^ was a 
general view that much of this Mnfofmatiory the parents did proVfde'was not used, 'a yiew 
reinforced by the fact that onfy four parents cfaimed to*have jseen anVwidence of 
individuaUzation. , . . , . ' - * - ^ . 

The teaching role, was, in' many respects, nSuch morie-diffidult than '^^r^<S^^Q^x<s:^x\ 

Deriving,, by .correspondence^ ^n' adequate data--b3se frohi.Awhich itp r^^^^^- 

treatnjent is no easy task- There isjunegff^fof more careful consiM^ia^iyn ui vac-^ypc 
of information required from pafen^to ensure that the infomi-ation-i^e^^ 
Obtain^, and_that the info^afion obtained is actually-used. i ' ^J^^" \^ 



, The^sun/ey of parent ce^oni to the program did revial' a ,warnra©tf 





program materials pttSvided. Whether parents can firovidejjan^'adequate^sscGsrhc'nr of an— « 
educational ' prograni of this type is not at issue, hefer. /thei?perspectives-^:pfofessiO£ials • 
. on the progranti are being gathere^d 'and wUl^b^^reported sufelaaentl Cbgt it is' ^ 
imjportant to npte that'^e , parents pvehf\^elmihgly-a^rov^^t^^ jarovided; 
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